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Underdevelo~ment and Agrarian 
Structure in Pakistan 

Mahmood Hasan Khan 

In this analysis of the relationship between agrarian structure 
and agricultural development in Pakistan, the author investigates 
the slow and uneven performance of agriculture and explores probable 
causes. He demonstrates that land reforms have failed to alter the 
paotern of concentration of land ownership and have in fact increased 
the marginality of landless tenants and small landowners. He argues 
that among the most serious causes of Pakistan's uncertain agricul
tural future is the predicament of the average farmer. 

Noting that small owner-operated farms are socially more effi
cient than large ones, Dr. Khan proposes a new, economically viable, 
land-tenure system. He also examines Pakistan's outmoded l·and-tax 
system and suggests a new method of direct agricultural taxation 
that would be efficient, equitable, and administratively feasible. 
He concludes, however, that such reforms are not likely to meet with 
political acceptance, even though increased pressures of technology 
and marginalization on the peasantry inevitably will result ,in dis
ruptive--perhaps violent--change. 

Mahmood Hasan Khan is professor of economics at Simon Fraser 
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Preface 

Material poverty is a general afflictio~ in 
Pakistan. Its most striking manifestation is in ±hf .rural 
areas, wpere it afflicts most residents. Its grip o~ the 
peasants rests probably on the· highly differentiated 
structure of landownership. The persistence of ~ass rural 
poverty can also be explained by the state-supported 
process of technological change which has benefi~ted only 
some. These few have not necessariLy been the socially 
most efficient users of land and other resources. The 
technocratic solutions to the slqw and une'ven q'rowth of 
aqriculture have produced no sus~ained posittve change. 
But they have exacerbat'ed the problems of ,land 
concentration and income distribution. ?he differentiated 
agrarian system has itself heeri a major ba'rri'er to the 
use of new methods of i:roduction: The so-ca+led refo,rms 
of the land tenure system have not ~eadiusted· the 
asymmetrical relations on the land. 'They, were- used 'merely 
as political instruments in' the distrihutio·n of power 
among the ruling elite. ' · 

It is to explore these generali.sea hypotheses that I 
undertook this study. In 1978, my· stay in Pakistan 
reinforced my impressions on the adverse nature of 
relationships between the agrarian structure and 
development. The analysis here confirms by and.large what 
I had suspected. However, it is not the case of tailoring 
one's arguments to some predeterm~Led conclusions, but 
rather testinq one's hunches with relevant data and by 
appropriate methods. on this the reader will, 'of course, 
make his or her own judgement. I wish only to add that 
throuqhout the book I have made my biases quite explicit. 

I now turn to the pleasant task of expressing 
gratitude to those whose contributions have brought this 
study to completion. I know I could not have started the 
project without the financial assistance ·from the Social 
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada. I am 
equally indebted to my university for research leave 
durinq 1378. 

xvii 
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1 

The Problem Stated 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
·~ 

The central questioLs in economic development must 
deal with how well a society can produce and distribute 
material welfare. In countries where agriculture is still 
the centre of economic ~ctivitv, problems of efficiency 
and equity in this sector cons~itute probably the most 
important areas for policy making and research. We also 
know that in many underdeveloped coun~ries aqricµltur€" is 
in doldrums, and therefore the anxiety about the 
prospects of sustained development. The state of 
aqriculture is poor because of a host of factors, While 
the precise interaction of these factors, leadinq to slow 
and unstable agricultural growth, ob~iously variesamonq 
countries, man's relation with land for its control and 
use is perhaps the most important factor that affec±s 
allocation of resources and distribution of incomes .. In 
~hese societies, land represents.the principal form of 
wealth and political power; land tenure systems reflect 
class structures and relations. In turn, thes~ s":ructures 
impinqe directly on decisions abo~t produc±ion and af~ct 
their consequences on. growth and distribution, 
Significant improvements in aqricultute rest· on the, use 
of methods and inputs which lead to increased 
productivity of factors engaged in ~he sector~ rhese 
chanqes require appropriate support systems and poli=ies, 
However, the potential benefits of improvements,in farm 
support systems and in -infrastructu=e can J>e vi,tia ~ed by 
patterns of land ~enure that hamper innovation, 

This study·is then premised on the proposition that 
agrarian structu-res affect aqricultural"developme!it j.n 
many and significant ways. More specifi~ally, it is 
designed to expLore answe~s to the question: how is a 
highly differentiated land system-characterisei by 
concentration of landownership, unregulated tenancy and 
sharecro,ppiJYq, margir:.alised tenants and farmers-related 

l 
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2 

to changes in agricultural production and distribution of 
shares from increased incomes? This question seems 
pertinent in many underdeveloped countries which have 
grossly skewed la:i:downership and oppressive tenancy 
conditions. In this book, I shall analyse· relationships 
of agrarian structure to agricultural development in 
Pakistan. It is in fact a sequel to my study on some 
aspects of the Green Revolution, a euphimism for the 
rapid adoption and use of high-yielding seeds of wheat 
and rice in the Indus basin since the mid-sixties.' In 
that study, I tested h'ypotheses on relative (-economic) 
efficiency of 'large' and •small' farms. I reached· the 
conlusion that access to and, therefore, benefits from 
the Green Revolution ·in the Indus basin depended largely 
on the ownership and control of land and associated 
assets. L observed that, with a highly differentiated 
structure of landownership and ±he forms of tenancy that 
existed in Pakistan, the extent to which farm population 
could participate in the production process and share its 
fruits was determined in the main by their position in 
the hierarchy of· interests on land. Nor is this all. I 
found eviden~~ that most public poiicies buttressed the 
income-earninq ability of those' who have traditionally 
enjoyed a disproportionately iarge economic and social 
power in rural areas. The notoriously· imperfect. markets 
provided no support to those whose risk-bearinq·capacity 
was to begin with quite limited. Further, I have 
suspected that policie$ aimed at reforming the land 
system ~n Pakistaa have not achieved their much 
publicised goals. Instead.' these land. 1 reforms' may have 
resulted in increased marginalisation of some groups in 
the· peasantry, without substa~tially reducing the 
concentration of landownership. Also, in ~reas in which 
the· production effects of the,. Green, Revolution becaine 
visible, thanks to public·policy enhancing greatly the 
private profitabil~ty of such inputs. as fertilizer, seed, 
water, and machinery, the consequent,increase in dem~nd 
for lan·d may ha.ve contributed to the safne process. 
Biformity in' agrarian structure ~a~ being promoted by 
bimodal. public• policies. Yet another- facto::: or a 
deliberate policy of neglect affectin.g. rural incomes has 
been the land tax system inherited from the colonial 
period. This system is certainly not• suited to increase 
the· efficiency of land use. It is related even less to 
equity consideratiofis, both within agriculture and in 
relation to other sector~ of.the economy. 

The present study foLlows my earlier work for other 
reasons as well'. I was not er,tirely, satisfied with the 
theoretical framework and the limited nature of data 
which I used to ahalyse resource allocation. ·b.y• .farm size, 
In comparing relative (economic) efficiency between 
farms, their division by size into small and large 
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categories created two proble~s. First, th~ con~ept of 
farm size is by its nature quite atb\~rary,and t~er~fqre 
not universal. Second, division of farms into small and 
large does not reveal anything aqout w~9 controls and 
cultivates these farms. The assumption of pro{it 
maximization in a society in which, qmqng,otqer thinqs, 
markets operate quite imperfectly was perhaps the more 
serious limitation 9f my analy~is. Further, in a 
differentiated ,grarian s~ruc~u;e, state-intervention in 
the market to provide incentives ~or ,increased 
investments r~inforces distortions yhic~ tqe market 
itself created. F~nally, the data were obtained from,a 
sample of farms for one point in time. To interpret 
changes in the agrarian scene of Pakistan, a reasonable 
approach is to integrate the farm-ievel data,9n various 
aspects of resource allocation with aggregate data on 
changes in landownership by size and regions. 

AGRICULTURAL GROWTH +N PAKISTAN 

Agriculture in Pakistan re~ains in many ~ys the 
most dominant economic activity and i't -h~s made uneven 
progress. I't provides a way of life to almost 
three-quarters of the cou~try • s population. ,,Over 55 
percent of the total labour force was engaged in this 
sector in 1975.2 In 1979, about 30 percent of the Gross 
Domestic Produc~ (GDP) ,.and 9v~r 32 percent of exP.grt~ 
were contributed directly by agriculture,3 As ~n many 
other underdeveloped c,ountri~s, a.gr.i:c~ltu;i;\l growth h,a.s 
been unstahle and its 2rosp~cts remain u~~~rt~in, After 
almost a decade of reasqnabl~rhig~ r,~e ql growth~ ~~ch 
like the growth in GDP,, the pa,ce oi ag:;-icuit\}ral growth 
was visibly slow in the ,seventies. In. fact, ,agricultu.ral 
QUtput grew from Rs. 7.7 billion in 196Q-61 to Rs. 12.5 
billion in 1969-70, at a rate of over 5.5 ,per~ent per 
year. However, it tn9reased from Rs. 12.2 bill~9n in 
1970-71 to Rs. 1q.9 billion in 1978-79, a growth rate of 
about 2.6 percent per year during this.period. A some¥hat 
similar rate of change (2.3 percent) per year was 
observed in the net value added of m~jor .,crops durinq 
1971-78.• It must. howe~er, be noted that like the 
slowdown in the seventies the vibrant growth in the 
sixties exhibited wide variation b~tween regions and 
income qroups. Agricultural growth .i~ the ·six~ies v~s 
most evident in irrigated areas of the ~ndus basin, an4 
in these areas it was most impressive perhags on ~~ose 
tarms which were controlled and managed by farmers wJ.th 
access to necessary inputs. In a similar way, ~he 
slowdown in recent years seems.to have affected un•gually 
different regions and within each reqio~ incomes of 
various groups. 
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The slowdown of agriculture in the seventies has had 
its deep and adverse effects on the economy in many ways, 
especially since the population grew at an apparently 
accelerated rate, increasing from around 2.5 percent per 
year in the early sixties to 3.0 percent or more in the 
mid-seventies. Pakistan had to import 2.6 million metric 
tons of wheat during 1978-79, which was over 25 percent 
of its reported domestic production of 10.0 million 
metric tons. Cotton has been in the midst of a more 
serious crisis for some years now.s Its stagnant yields 
in the Indus basin have been a major source of reduced 
foreign exchange earnings. At the same time, thouqh not 
necessarily for this reaso~ alone, there has been a 
crisis in cotton textile industry. The other major cash 
crop, sugarcane, is ·similarly beset with unstable output, 
though its acreage has expanded rapidly even at the 
expense of o~her crops in the Kas.il (summer) season. The 
rapid expansion in acreaqe of sugarcane has been mainly 
in response to. a price policy which has allowed 
production of sugar in Pakistan at·about twice the world 
market price. The fall in sugarcane output during 1978-79 
has been perhaps "the most serious yet. The drain on 
foreiqn exchange (ffom $13 ~illion in 1370-71 to $100 
million in 1977-78) resulting from imports of edible oils 
and fats is symptomatic of the dear stagnant stat'e Df 
oilseed production; In this otherwi~e bleak picture, rice 
has p~ovided the only silver Iining in that i£s 
contribution td foreign exdharige has increased 
significantly. However, even rice yields did not rise as 
rapidly in the seventies as they did in the .sixties. 

Among the probable causes of the evidently slow 
qrowth in agriculture, the most generally stated is that 
Pakistan has suffered ~ number of setbacks in the 
seventies, including th~ war' with India ( 1971) , an abrupt 
and high increase in the cost of imported oil (since 
1973-74) and a seri~s of natural disasters in the form of 
floods (1973, 1977) and ·droughts with consequent 
destruction ~f crops. Pest 'attacks have ·also been 
identified as a major source of loss in outpui of cotton 
and wheat in some years. ~thers have sugges~ed that the 
Green Revolution in wheat •and ride production may have 
lost its steam. Further improvement; so goes the 
arqumen~, would reguir~ changes in conditions of soils, 
cultivation practices, institutional support for breeding 
and multiplication of seeds, for exte-,nsion seri vces, and 
for t~e a~ailability of inputs like fertilizer, 
pesticides, ·-tubewells, machines, ··etc. 6 There is also' tlie 
suggestion that the slowdown in economic activity in the 
country could •be a":tributed directly to the' various 
'reforms' carried out by the Pakistan People's Party 
(PPP) during its rule between 1g72 and 1377.7 TheJe 
reforms are said to have created a climate of uncertainty 
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and fear among the dominant interests on land. The same 
argument has been used to discredit the pricinq and 
marketing policies of the PPP. These arguments quite 
naturally have surfaced following the imposition of 
Martial Law, which removed "the PPP fro~ power ~n July 
~977. This is part of a familiar tradition in politics: 
blame the last and praise the pFesent regime! 

The new military government turned-its attention, to 
the problems of agriculture in a predictable· way: look 
for technocratic solutions to increase output ot c'rops, 
especially wheat and cotton. i panel of experts~ led by 
Professor Roger Ravelle (author of the first R~~gllg 
ReRQ~!>, was invited ~o examine the state of ~qriculture 
in Pakistan and to suqg~st areas of priority fgr policy 
and research. a At the same time, •crash' prograljlmes were 
launched to increase output Qf wheat and cotton,i The 
military government let it be known in, no unce~tain terms 
~hat it did not sympathize with changes in th~ ceilinq on 
landholdings and in the land tax system whic~ t-he PPP 
leadership had decided in early 1977 to introduce by the 
end of that year. It suspended the proposed changes. 
Further, following the recommendations of the Committee 
on Revitalization of Revenue Adminis~ration, the ne.Jf 
government decided to keep the land revenue system 
intact, without any change in tax structure and only 
,J11arginal changes in, its administrati9n. 9 • 

Of the .problems affectinq crop productipn in t'he 
Indus basin, waterlogqinq and J;alinity have received muph 
publicity,and perhaps serious-wttention has been given by 
scientists and policy ,m,akers alike •. ~ 11·uch, les.s 
satisfactory, however, is the extent to whi.cJ1. the dual 
menace has been arrested. Sj,milarly, therj:l is r~.stlistic 
<:oncern about maintaining the vigour of new ,seeis of 
wheat and rice, which qas apparen,tly declined due- _to 
inadequate multiplication and ~µppiy ot th~pe ~eefts. 
Indeed, national resource~ of significant magnitude mupt 
~e qiven to these problems in or~er to keep the potential 
for increased crop yields wi,thin the reach of fiir;Jirs. 
Also, there has been concern about desiqninq appropriate 
·p~ice support policies for crops ·and inputs. , '11ori3 
recently, emphasis has shifted t-0 the n.eei,i to aAi-u.Pt 
delivery of the yield-incre,a.sing in.puts and 
infrastructural services to farmers. Public concern tor a 
new 'delivery system•., appropriate to the ;n~eds ,of 
darqest number of farm op~ra~ors, is partly a reflection 
9f, recent discovery of the 'pqor• (or !t_jirget qroups') 
and their 'basic needs' by developmen;.. practitioners. 
This is part of the •structuralis;t• aP.proach to economic 
development, now publicly supporte~ by all,orqanisat~ons 
within· the United Nations and by several qove,;nments- in 
underdeveloped countries.10 
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LAND TENURE AND LAND TAX SYSTEMS 

I shall argue in this book that among the most 
serious causes of the uncertain state of agriculture in 
Pakistan is the predicament of the averaqe farmer. The 
average farmer in the Indus basin is typically an 
owner~operator or a tenant of an area of 12.5 ~cres or 
less, and whose holding is often split into fragments 
numbering three or four. In the highly differentiated 
land system of Pakistan, his risk-bearing ability is 
constrained by the strikingly limited access he has to 
~nowledge and education, to credit, to markets, and to 
much else. There is scarcely an activity which is free 
from duality of access to income-earning opportunities. 
This duality has been enshrined in most private and 
public institutions. In agriculture, the principle of 
duality is -not only sustair.ed by a land tenure system 
with feudal heritage but was strenghtened in the sixties 
by the emerger.ce of •capitalist• farmers in some areas of 
the Indus basin. It is in this setting then that the 
average farmer's motivation and level of management seem 
to hold the key for escape from low crop vielis in 
'Pakistan. 

The land tenure system which Pakistan inherited in 
1947 was characterised by a highly diff&rentiated 
structure of interests on land. Most of the land was 
owned by a proportionate~y small number of landowners: 
about 7 percent of them owned 51 percent of all land, 
with the top one percent owning 30 percent of the land!ll 
With no ceiling on individual holdings, manv·possessed 
large areas. Much of this area was uncultivated. The 
cultivated area was parcelled out to sharecroppers, who 
were mainly tenants-at-,fill with at best a verv tenuous 
right to cultivate land and were subject to almos~ 
limitless demands of landowners. In the Indus basin, th1s 
landlord-tenant system was dominant in most areas of Sind 
and in some areas of the Punjab. The other system 
consisted of farmers who owned and operated small 
holdings with family labour. Among other things, these 
holdings were highly fragmented. The owner-operator 
system existed mostly in the Pun;ah. 

While the condi~ions of tenants received some 
attention in the early fifties, nothing was changed in 
the land system until the imposition of Ma=tial Law in 
1958.12 The reasons for maintaining §19~y 2 g~Q on land 
resided in the fact that regional and national politics 
was dominated by the landowning interests. Their ultimate 
power was clearly reflected by their visible success in 
thawrting any attempt designed to break their hold on 
land. Ayub Khan enacted the first countrywide land reform 
(Martial Law Regulation 64) in 1959. Among its major 
provisions were abolition of the revenue-free estates 
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(!l.ggi~ lands), imposition of ceilinq on individual 
holdings of 500 acres irrigate~ or 1,000 acres 
unirriqated, resumption by government of '.excess area and 
j.ts sale, and payment of compensation "to ·former ,owners of 
resumed lands. No provision was made fqr chanqes ln the 
rights of tenants. Also, at that time and later in the 
form .of amendments to Martiil Law Regu~ation 64, ~everal 
conditions were provided to facllitate'land alienation, 
transfer, etc. The results, in terms of resumed ·area and 
its quality and number of new owners, we~e hardly 
impressive. It is said that among its major achievements 
was. the creation of capitalist farmers: a n~w class of 
owners who became major beneficia=ies of various public 
policies pursued by the Ayub reqime in the sixties.11 

·· The second set of land reforms were enacted by 
zulfikar Ali Bhutto after the dismember~ent of'Pakistan 
in 1971. These were amonq the many reforms which the P~P 
announced in 1372 as fulfilment of its 'socialist• 
Manifesto. In their description the land reforms ,o'f 1~72 
(Martial Law Begufation 115) were meant to readjust 
~ocial and economic power in rural areas. Ceilinq on 
individual holdings was lowered to 150 acres irrigate~ or 
300. acres unirrigated; no compensation was to b~ paid to 
former owners of resumed area; resumed land was to be 
distributed without charge to tenants and small P¥~ers. 
Guarantees of tenancy and reduction in demands on tenants 
were also included. Much as these reforms looked radical, 
as indeed they were timely, their implementation was 
evidently less successful. It is said that among their 
major achievements was the creation of fear amonq large 
owners and false hope amonq tenants. There is also the 
arqument that these refqrms were used,as a political 
instrument to encourage the landed inter~sts to supp~rt 
the PPP and to weak~n the recalcttrant oppon~nts. Not 
content with its measure of success in breaking the 
con·centration of economic and political power of certain 
rural elite in the Punjab and Sind, the PPP .announced 
another set of land reforms in January 1377, jusf before 
the fateful general elections in March. These refo~ms 
would have lowered the ceifinq on individual holdinq to 
100 acres. However, the events following the March 
elections led to the imposition of Martial Law in 
Pakistan and the military qovernment set aside 
implementation of these reforms. 

A major argumect of this book will be that the land 
reforms of 1959 and 1972 have not basically chanqed tte 
donditions which maintain hiformity in xur~l Pakistan. 
THere is now substantial evidence which would confirm 
this view. The emergence of capitalist farmers in some 
areas may have contributed further to the unequal 
qistribution of income-earninq opportunities amonq farm 
qroups in a system in which small owner9 and tenants ., 
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numerically dominate ~he landscape yet they remain 
dominated by landlords. 

The desiderata of efficiency and equity have-also 
been affected adversely by a land tax system in which the 
rate structure varies neither with income nor still with 
land. indeed, as its yield has remained by and larqe 
constant, its ratio to total revenue and income has 
fallen siqnificantly. For instance, as percentaqe of 
national revenue, it fell from 8 percent in 1969-70 ·to· 2 
percent in 1976-77. Similarly, as proportion of the GNP, 
it feil from about 1.4 percent in the sixties to about 
0.5 percent in 1978.1• This sharp reduction was in fact a 
result of the exemption from land tax whith the PPP 
allowed to owners of holdinqs of 12.5 acres or less from 
winter of 1975. The PPP announced abolition of' land 
revenue in January 1977, replacing it by an income tax 
system with exemption allowed to owners of holdings of 
25.0 acres or less. This measure was to take effect in 
the fall of 1977, but i~ was suspended by the miiitary 
reqime. The new ·government went back to the old system, 
with upward adjust~ents of rates for ~wners holding more 
than 25.0 acres. uniike some other underdeveloped 
countries, in which a progressive land or income tax 
system 'has been used as an alternative to changes in 
landownership, in Pakistan a regressive system 'of 
agricultural taxation has been ·kept int9,ct to this'day in 
the name of tradition and "ease of administration. 

' l 

AGRICULTURE IN THE INDUS BASIN 

I am limiting this study to the Indus basin, which 
covers a!most all areas of the Punjab ana Sind provinces. 
The problems of the other t WO provinces, the North 
western Frontier Province (N.w.F.P.) and Baluchistan, are 
no less.interesting. They are ~robably far mo;e compl;X• 
There are, however, several other reasons f.or focuss1.nq 
only on the Indus basin. Most important among these have 
to do with the fact that the Punjab and 'Sind constitute 
the backbqne of Pakistan's economy and polity. These 
pfovinces dominate the country, take any economic 
indicator you like. Also, it is mainly in the Indus'6asin 
that agriculture has made any visible progress in the 
last two decades as part of the Green Revoiution, 'with 
concomitant problems of interfarm and ihterreqional 
differences iL income, emplqyment, etc. What is even·more 
relevant to this study is that we find diverse land 
systems in these provinces. These diversities appear in 
the extent of concentration of landownership, forms of 
tenancy and sharecroppinq, distribution of farms by size, 
etc. Further, changes in their ·agrarian structures ha Ve 
come about partly in response to policies associated with 
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the Green Revolution and partly as a result of land 
reforms introduced by governments in 1959 and 1972. 
Finally, relevant information on changes in aqrarian 
structures and agricultural development is not quite as 
adequate for the N.W.F.P. and Balu~his~an. 

TABLE 1.1 
Share of the Punjab and Sind in Total Population and Agricultural 
Labour in Pakistan, 1961 and 1972 

Population Agricultural Labour a 

Region 
1961 1972 1961 1972 

(mill.) (%) (mill.) (%) (mill.) (%) (mill.) (%) 

Pakistan 42.9 100.0 65.3 100.0 7.6 100.0 9.7 100.0 
Punjab 25.6 59.7 37.8 57.9 4.8 63.8 5.8 59.6 
Sind 8.5 19.8 14.2 21.7 1.6 21.6 2.4 2,5.2 
Punjab 

. 
and Sind 34.1 79,5 52.0 79.6 6.5 85.4 8·.2 84.8 

Source: These data are from Gove~ment of Pakistan, Census of 
Pakistan 1961, Vol. 3;' Pakistan Economic Survey. 1977-78; Pakistan 
Housing, Economic and Demographic Survey 1973, Vol. 2, Parts 1, 3, 
and 5. 

aAgricultural labour force includes people 10 years ~nd over. 

To understand the place enjoyed by th~'Indus basin 
in Pakistan's agriculture it is important'tq look at some 
;elevant facts given in Tables 1.1 to'1.6. First, a~out 
80 percent of the population and 85 percent of 
aqricultural labour force of Pakistan is in the Punjab 
and Sind provinces. Second, these provinces have most of 
the country's agricultural land: 85 percent of cultivated 
area, 92 percent of irrigated·area, and 88 percent of 
cropped area. It should also be noted that Punjab a~one 
has over 68 percent of irrigated and cropped area of the 
country, though it has less than 60 percent of the 
population. Third, while no reqional breakdown on the 
value of agricultural output is ava~lable, data on 
agricultural output reinforce the dominant position ·of 
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the Punjab 
output of 

and Sind regions: 89 percent of country's 
major crops and foodqrains is produced in the 

TABLE 1.2 
Share of the Punjab and Sind in Cultivated, Irrigated and Cropped 
Acreage in Pakistan for Selected Years 

Percent Share in Percent Share in Percent Share in 
Country's Country's Country's 

Cultivated Area Irrigated Area Cropped Area 

Year 

Punjab Punjab Punjab 
and and and 

Punjab Sind Sind Punjab Sind Sind Punjab Sind Sind 

1950-51 59.5 30.7 90.2 64.5 28.3 92.8 67.6 22.3 89.9 
1959-60 60.6 28.8 89.4 64.9 28.5 93.4 66,0 24,0 90,0 
1964-65 54,9 27.1 82.0 65,l 28,9 94,0 65,4 22,0 87.4 
1969'...70 57.0 28.9 85,9 68,0 24,0 92,0 67.2 21.4 88,6 
1974-75 57,9 ~6.5 84.4 69.6 22.1 91.7 67,8 20,1 87.9 
1975-76 58,l 26,3 84,4 68,9 23.2 92.1 68,l 19,8 · 87 .9 
1976-77 57.1 27,6 84,7 67,4 20.6' 8~.o 

Source: Government of Pakistan, M~nistry of Food and Agriculture. 
Agricultural Statistics of Pakistan, 1975 and 1977. 

Indus basin. Fourth, most of the owners, farm households 
and farms 'in Pakistan are in the Punjab and Sind. About 
79 percent of ,owners and 85 percent of area owned are in 
these regions. Punjab alone accounted for about 73 
percent of owners and 65 percent of owned area. In Sind, 
while only' 6 percent o'f landowners resided they owned 
ahoub 20 percent of all area. On the dtstribution of 
farms and hou~eho~ds, about 85 percent of all operational 
holdings anq a~qut the same proportion of farm households 
and area are in these two -~rovinces. The distribution of 
farms by si•ze is, however,· somewhat varied. The really 
large ( 1.00 acies and above) and small (5 acres and less) 
holdings are proportionately more in Baluchistan (large 
farms) and in the N.W • ..F.P. (small farms). Finally, 
pro~inces of t~e Punjab and Sind provided 95 percent of 
land revenue collected in the country during 1971~77. 

,Since this study is concerned with r~lationships 
between agrarian structures and agricultural development 
in the Indus basin, differences between the.Punjab and 
Sind, and within each of them, will receive special 
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attention. The differences in their aqralrian structures 
have in large measure survived the two land reforms, and 
they seem to have affected agricultural growth 
differently in the two reqions. Th~re are other 
significant differences between these regions in land use 
intensities, cropping patterns, etc. simil~rly; structure 
of land taxes has not been similar in the 'two __ provinces, 
~ith consequent differences in effects on rural incomes. 

,TABLE 1,3 
Share of the Punjab and Sind in Output of Major Crops a~d Foodgrains 
in Pakistan for Selected Years 

Percent Share in Percent Share in 
Country's a Country's 

J b Output of Major Crops Output of Foodgrains 

Year 

Punjab Punjab 
and and 

Punjab Sind Sind Punjab Sind Sind 

1959-60 71.2 13.2 84.4 66,8 20.5 87.3 
1964-65 68.1 16,5 84.6 67.3 20.0 87,3 
1969-70 72. 7 16.1 88,8 68,3 22.3 90.6 
1974-75 68,8 16.1 84.9 67.2 20.5 87.7 
1975-76 69.9 17.0 86.9 66.9 21.9 88,8 
1976-77 71. 7 16.8 88,5 66.6 22.5 89.1 

Source: See Table 1.2, 

~ajor crops include wheat, rice, maize, millet (bajra), sorghum 
(jowar), barley, gram, cotton, sugarcane, rapeseed and mustard, 

bFoodgrains are major crops excluding gram, cotton, sugarcane, 
rapeseed arid mustard. 
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ORGANISATION AND METHOD OF STUDY 

To analyse the relationship of agrarian structure 
with agricultural development, with emphasis on public 
policy about. land reforms and agricultural taxation, I 
have organis~d the hook as follows. First, I shall 
analyse recent trends in agricul~ural growth, emphasizing 
sources of this growth, such as acreage, yield, cropping 
pattern, etc. This should help explain ~he apparent 
slowdown which agriculture experienced in the seventies, 
though this tendency has not been uniform among the 
regions. Second, I shall interpret changes in the 
distribution of operational holdings, their area by farm 
size and tenure, and changes in ownership of land by farm 

TABLE 1.4 
Share of the Punjab and Sind in Total Owners and Area Owned in 
Pakistan, 1976 

Farm Size 
(acres) 

Up to 6.25 
>6.25-12.5 
>12.5-25.0 
>25.0-50.0 
>50.0-100.0 
>100.0-150.0 
Over 150,0 
All SizeS' 

Percent Share in 
Country's 

Landowners 

Punjab 
and 

Percent Share in 
Country's 

Land.Area Owned 

Punjab Sind Sind Punjab Sind 

Punjab 
and 
Sind 

70,8 
81.3 
74.6 
65.3 
53,9 
67.6 
58.8 
72.6 

3.7 
8.6 

15.0 
25 .• 5 
37,3 
23.5 
35.3 

6.4 

74.5 
89.9 
89,6 
90.8 
91.2 
91.1 
94.1 
79.0 

68.3 
74.2 
69.1 
62.2 
53.2 
60.5 
40,5 
65.2 

6.4 
11.5 
19.6 
28.3 
37.0 
30.6 
39.2 
i9.5 

74.7 
85.7 
88.7 
90.5 
90,2 
91.1 
79.7 
84.7 

Source: Punjab Land Commission. Personal Communication. June 1978; 
S~nd Land Commission, Persona!,Communication, September 1978. 

size and the extent of tenancy and self-cultivation. 
Third, I shall discuss some aspects of changes attributed 
to land reforms of 1959 and 1972. This will include a 
brief account of the traditionally dominant land tenure 
systems of the Punjab and Sind, Fourth, I shall analyse 
relationships of farm productivity and income to farm 
size and tenurial arrangements. In this I shall highlight 
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income differentials between owners and t~nants. This 
analysis will be based on farm-level data f~om the ~wo 
regions. Fifth, I shall examine some alternatives to the 
•reformed• agrarian structure in Pakistan. In this I 
shall discuss theor~es of land ~efqr~ and. draw evidence 
of reforms from c,ountries with somewhat simj,).a:= problems 
with th~ir land t~nure systems. Si.x-t.h, •I shall, a-nalvse 
struc~ure of the land tax system (~ith spnte ~ccount of 
its evolution) and its impact on land use and incomes ~n 
the Punjab and Sind. I shall then discuss alternati~e tax 
systems, tested on the criteria of efficiency, .equity and 
administrative feasibili~y. This discussion will i~c.luue, 
relevant theoretical and empirical ma~erial. 

The methods of analysis in this study will of .course 
have to vary according to ~eeds of the argumen;t.· For 
instance, to illustrate changes in land concentration in 

TABLE 1.5 
Share of the Punjab and Sind in Total Farm Holdings and Area.in 
Pakistan, 1960 and 1972 

Percent Share in Percent Share in 
Country's Operational Country's Operational 

Farm Farm Holdings Farm Holding Area 

Size Year 
(acres) 

Punjab Punjab 
and and 

Punjab Sind Sind Punjab Sind Sind 

Under 5,0 1960 71.4 7.2 78.6 69.5 11.5 81.0 
1972 58,4 13.4 71.8 58.6 16.5 75.1 

5.0 to 1960 66,7 19.8 ,86.5 66,8 20.0 86.8 
<12.5 1972 61.7 25.8 87.5 61.8 26.4 88.2 

12.5 to 1960 66.9 21.8 88.7 66.4 22.1 88.5 
<25.0 1972 69.1 20.7 89.8 68.5 21.2 89.7 

25.0 to 1960 62.9 21.3 84.2 62.3 21.6 83.9 
<50.0 1972 72.3 13.5 85.8 71.7 13.5 85.2 

50.0 to 1960 47.7 20.,5 68.2 47 ~2 21.0 68.2 
<150.0 1972 63.1 12.6 75.7 61.7 13. 7 75.4 

150,0 and 1960 35.7 14.3 50.0 29.1 16.3 45.4 
over 1972 43.8 18.8 62.6 39.9 1,6. 7 56.6 

All Sizes 1960 68,4 14.0 82.4 59.7 19.8 79.5 
1972 63.1 20,0 83.1 63.2 19.3 82.5 

Source: Government of Pakistan, Agricultural Census Organization, 
Pakistan Census of A8riculture 1 1960 and 1972. 
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Pakistan, I shall use indicators like the Gini 
coeffieient and ·Lorenz curve. In analysinq productivity 
differentials amonq farms by size and tenure, I shall 
depend on reqression techniques. Similarly, siqnificance 
of•income differentials among farm groups or reqions will 
be tested by the mean-difference method. In discussinq 
theoretical concepts on land and tax reforms, my concern 
will be to relate them to the conditions of Pakistan. In 
this I will be guided by the results I get irom 
interpretation and analysis of evidence on the nature of 
relationship between agrarian structure and aqricultural 
development. It goes without saying that in interpretinq 
changes which may or may not have occurred in the 
agrarian structure, with their consequent impact on farm 
incomes, employment, tenant shares, etc., I shall examine 
the limits to poli~ical power in initiating change in a 
society characterised by a hiqhly differentiated aqrarian 
structure. Man's relations with land are as complex as 
they are ancient. Land in almost all societies has 
historically been the main reservoir of income and power. 
In Pakistan, it remains to this day perhaps the mos.t 

TABLE 1.6 
Share.of the Bunjab and Sind in Land Revenue in Pakistan,. Selected 
Years 

Land Land Land Land 
Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue 

for for for for 
Pakistan Punjab Sind Punjab & Sind 

Year 

Million Million Million Million 
Rupees (%) Rupees (%) Rupees (%) Rupees (%) 

1971-72 152.0 100.0 109.0 71. 7 35.0 23.0 144.0 94,7 
1972-73 167.0 100,0 ll7.0 70.1 42,0 25.1 159.0 95.2 
1973-74 187.0 100.0 121,0 64.7 57,0 30.5 178,0 95,2 
1974-75 182.8 100,0 127,0 69.4 45.0 24,6 172.0 94.1 
1975-76 187,0 100.0 130.0 69.5 47.5 25.4 177 .5 94.9 
1976-77 169.9 100,0 105.0 61,8 55.6 32,7 160,6 94.5 
1977'-78 179,0 100,,0 ll8.0 65.9 50,0 27.9 168,0 93,8 
1978-79a 205.0 100.0 134.0 65.3 60,0 29,2 194,0 94.5 

. 
Source: Pakistan, Ministry of Finance. Pakistan Economic Survei 
1978-79, Statistical Appendix, 

aThe figures for 1978-79 were provisional. 
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important asset from which one derives his political (if 
not economic) strength. Further, in view of th~ 
dependence of Pakistan's economy on agriculture, who owns 
and manages land is at once a central questiotl for 
research and public debate. Patterns of landownership and 
land use affect the rate at which production can ·expand 
and the shares from this output distributed to various 
classes with interests on land. Muc~ political rhetoric 
is spent on the desirability of reforming the highly 
concentrated ownership of land and its manaqement in 
Pakistan. The record, however, has not been a creditabie 
one. For this there have been many reasons; and I plan to 
explore some of them in the book •. l s 

Finally, a word on the data. It is well known thgt 
in many underdeveloped countries the information required 
for research is often inadequate in quantity and qualit 'f• 
This applies equally to Pakistan. One of the most serious 
handicaps for a meaningful analysis of issues relat~d io 
aqrarian structure in Pakistan has been the 
inaccessibility to data on landownership. The 
agricultural census data of 1960 and 1972 do not tell us 
anything about the nature of control of land and tenancy 
in the country. They provide information on operational 
holdings and they are not strictly comparable. One of the 
advantages of this study is that it will use data on 
landownership for 1971 and 1976, disaggregated by farm 
size and by districts of the Punjab and Sind. In these 
data we have direct evidence on distribution of land by 
ownership and tenancy for ·two significant years, one iust 
before the land reforms of 1972 and .the other ,'f:i:ve years 
thereafter.t& Similarly, I shal! use disaggreqated data 
on land taxes, by farm size and, regions, collected in 
recent years. 
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NOTES 

1. See: M.H. Khan, Ihg Eeonomics 2! the Green 
ReVQ!Yti~n in fg~j,§~gil (New York: Praeqer Publishers, 
1975); "Land Productivity, Farm Size a~d Ret~rns to Scale 
in ,Pakistan Agriculture," w2rld Develo:2ment, 1977, 4: 
317-323: "Farm size and Land Productivity Relationships 
in Pakistan," Pgkistan Develoj!ment Revi,ew, 1979, 1: 
69-76; and with D.R. Maki, "Effects of Farm Size on 
Economic ·Efficiency: The Case of Pakistan, 11 A!!!gE;i.~gB 
Journal of Ag-9.cultural Economics, 1979, 1: 64-69. 

2. Pakistan, Planning commission, ~he fifth 
F~e-Yea~ Plan 11978-83): Basic Economic Framework, Part 
I. (Islamabad, 1978). 

3. Pakistan, Ministry of Finance, Pakistan Econemic 
survey 1978-79 (Islamabad, 1979), Statistical Appendix. 

4. See: Economic Survey 1978-79, and Pakistan, 
Ministry of Finance, Natig:nal Aceounts.~ 1971-72 to lE!!=l2 
and 1974-75-to 1977-78 ~arachi. 1978). 

5. The output of wheat and cotton reportedly 
increased quite impressively .in, the last two years 
(1978-1980): Pakistan, Ministry of Finance,· .fi!~!§l:ll.n 
Economic- ,Sui:~Y 1979-1980 (Islamabad,. 1:180), Statistical 
Appendix. 

wheat output (million tons) 8. 2 
cotton output (million bales) 3.2 

111.!!=li 
9.9 
2. 7 

llH=~rn 
1 o. 9 

4.2 

These apparently sharp increases in output of wheat and 
cotton have allowed the country to reduce its import of 
wheat to less than 1. 0 million tons in 1980 and increase 
its foreign exchange earninqs from export of cotton. 

6. Pakistan, Planninq Commission, The R~ort of the 
1..ndus ~asin Research Assessment GroUJ! (Islamabad, June 
1978), p.2. 

7. lifth Five-Ygar .flll, p. 1. 

8. £gj!Q£1 Qf thg Indus ~asin ReseQ~ch Assessment 
Groul!• on reading this report, it becomes obvious that 
these experts have emphasized above all technocratic 
solutions to increase the rate of agricultural growth in 
the Indus basin. 

9. See: Pakistan, President's Secretariat, ~ge2~! Qi 
the Committee ot Revitalization-of Revenue Administration 
(Islamabad, July 1978). Mimeoqraphed. 
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10. Among the orthodox theorists and practitioners, 
this chanqe in emphasis from •growth' to 'distribution• 
appeared in the literature in the early seventies. The 
World Bank and International Labour Office (ILO) have 
been in the forefront of this new •strategy• from about 
the same time. 

11. Pakistan, Land Reforms Commission, gg.e2~i Q{ th~ 
Land Reforms Commission for.west.Pakistan (Lahore, 1959), 
Appendix V. 

12. Tenancy Acts were passed by the governments in 
the Puniab and Sind in 1950. 

13. See: S.J. Burki, "The Development of Pakistan's 
Aqricult ure: An Interdisciplinary Explanation," J_l). RY[,gJ. 
Develo.ement.in Ban9ladesh and Pakistan, eds. R.D. Stevens 
et al. (Honolulu: The University Press of Hawaii, 1976), 
pp. 290-315. 

14. See: 
Appendix. 

15. I have found only three studies which deal 
directly with an assessment of land reforms of 1959 and 
1972: c.G. Yasin, Socio-Economic Effects of Land Reforms 
of 1~59, The Board of Economic Inquiry Publication N,o. 
151. (Lahore, 1972); R. Herrinq,and M.G. Chaudhry, "The 
1972 Land Reforms in Pakistan and their Economic 
Implications: A Preliminary Analysis," is.l&iat.,g!! 
Q~glsrnmeni Reyt~~. 1972, 3: 245-279; A. Takahashi, 
"Pakistan: Land Reforms from Above," in Jtand Reforms in 
A§isL ~i!h Particular Reference to· PakistanL The 
Phi!lliJ.~§ and Th~land, ed. z. M. Ahmed. (Geneva: 
International Labour Office, March 1976). Mimeographed. 

16. The problem of inaccessibility ~o da~a on 
landownership has been a serious handicap to researchers 
on Pakistan agriculture. A recent demonstration of it can 
be seen in studies by H. Alavi and C.H. Gotsch in RYrsl 
Develo,ement in Bang:ladesh and· Pakistan, pp .• 317-353 and 
PP• 354-382. 
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Agricultural Growth: 
Sources and Consequences 

Following a period of visibly high rate of qrowth in 
the sixties, agriculture in Pakistan slowed down 
significantly in the seventies., Which raises tne 
question: what indeed has been the natuLe of agricultural 
change in the Indus basin, and to what factors can it be 
reasonably attributed. In this chapter, I shall explore 
answers to this question, but I do not limit the analysis 
to that alone. I shall, also relate these patter~s of 
growth to some aspects of the agrarian structure, which 
may indicate the distributive effects of aqricultural 
change. one approach to analyse these problems would be 
to ,use aggregate data for the.Indus basin, with emphasis 
on differences between the Punjab and Sind pjrovinces. 
However, in view of the fact that in each pr9~inc~, and 
in the Punjab in particula4, ,regional differe~c·es are no 
less important in their appearance and consequences, I 
shall analyse disaggregated data on area, out~utr yields, 
etc. and relate them to some relevant aspects of agrarian 
structures of these regions. This I shali do ty 
identifying within each province some relatively 
hcRogeneous agricultural regions. 

SiEUCTURE OF AGRICULTURE: LAND USE AND CROPPING PATTERNS 

The pattern of land use in a country determines crop 
production. When related to economic and social 
variables, it indicates the present limits of and future 
ptospects for agriculture. It needs no repetition that 
soils and climate play an important role in determining 
the cropping pattern of a region. Since the subject of 
soils and climate is not central to the theme of this 
study, the discussion is limited to changes in land use 
and cropping pa~terns in the Indus basin, highlighting of 
course differences between the Punjab and Sind where 
necessary. 

19 
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As shown in Table 2.1, of the total geographic area 
of 197 million acres in Pakistan, the Indus basin 
occupies about 44 percent, with 26 percent in the Punjab 
and 18 percent in Sind. However, official records do not 
exist for all of the area. The area for which =ecords do 
exist, the •reported' area, constitutes 68 percent of the 
total area of the country, though in the Punjab and Sind 
the propcrtion of their area reported is 82 percent and 

TABLE 2.1 
Land Utilization in Pakistan and Provinces, Selected Years 
(million acres) 

Uncul-
Geog~a- tiv- Cult~;~ Culti- Crop- Irri-
phic Repor 1ed able able vateJ ped gated 

Year Region , Area Area Area Waste Area 'Area Area . 1 

1947-48 

1950-51 

1954-55 

1959-60 

1964-65 

1969-70 

1974-75 

1975-76 

1976-77 

Pakis~an 
Punjab 
Sind 
Pakistan 
Pu~jab 
Sind 
Pakistan 
'Punjab 
Sind 
Pakiltan 
Punj<\b 
Sihd 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 
P,11kistan 
Punja'b 
Sind 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Si~d 
Pakistan
Punjab 
Sind 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 

196.7 
51.0 
34.8 

196.7 
51.0 
34.e 

196.7 
51.0 
34.8 

196.7 
51.0 
34.8 

196. 7 
51.0 
34.8 

19~ •. 7 
51.0 
34.8 

196.7 
51.0 
34.8 

196.7 
51.6 
34.8 

196.7 
51.0 
34.8 

Source: See Table 1:2. 

113.9 
·41.5 
30.i 

114.8 
41.if 
30.4 

~ 115.3 
41.9 
30.7 

119.8 
4i.9 
30.5 

130.6 
41.8' 
30.8 

130. 8, 
41.9 
31.0 

133.2 
42.0 
31.4 

;133.3 
42.0 
3i.4 

133. 4, 
41.~ 
31-.6 

5J..5 
7.5 

,, 13.1 
51.3 

7.7 
12. 7, 
51.2' 

7.7 
13.1 
50.9 

7.7 
12.9 
46.4 

7.7 
11. 7 
50.4 
17. If 
11.4 
50.2 

7.0 
11.7 
'sl. 7 

8'.3 
12.1 
51.1 
8.2 

11.6 

22.7 
10.9 
.15.4 
22.6 
10.6 

5.4 
23.2 
10.6 

5.6 
24.8 

8.4 
5.1 

33.0 
7.8 
5.6 

2.8.3 
6.3 
4.6 

27.8 
6.2 
4.9 

26.3 
4.7 
5.0 

26.3. 
4.7 
5.0 

36.Y 
22.0 
11.2 
'37 .4 
22.3 
11.5 
37.9 
22.6 
il.3 
40.8 
24.7' 
11.8 
46.3 
25.4 
12.6 
47.5 
27.1 
13.8 
47.8 
27.7 
12.7 
48.2 
28.0 
12.7 
'49.0 
28'.0 
13.5 

29.8 
19.6 

6.2 
3!.8 
21.5 

7.1 
32.8 
22.0· 

7.5 
36.3 
24.0 

8.7 
40.1 
26.3 

8.8 
·41.5 
'27.9 

8.9 
42.9 
29.1 

8.-7 
44.1 
30.0 
8, 7 

44'.5 
30.0 i 

9.2 

21.8 
13.8 

6.4 
22.8 
14.7 

6.5 
24.6 
15.5 

7.4 
25.5 
16.6 

7.3 
28.3 
18.4 

8.2 
30.9 
21.0 

7.4 
32.9 
22.9 
7.3 

33.,,6 
23.2 

7.8 
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92 percent respectively. The hiqh percentage of the area 
for which records do not exist, the 'nonreported area•, 
in the country is due to larqe tracts of unsettled land~ 
in most pa=ts of the northern t=ibal territories in the 
N.W.F.P. and in the north-western and western parts cf 
Baluchistan; some south-eastern and eastern desert areas 
in the Punjab and Sind are also included. The important 
point though is that the reported area in Pakistan 
increased from 58 percent to 68 percent of the total area 
in the last three decadEs. 

From agriculture's point of view, o~ly the reported 
area is relevant. However, not all of this area is 
•cultivable': about 38 percent of the reported area in 
the country was reqarded •uncultivable' in 1977, thoQqh 
this propcrtion was 45 percent in 1948. In the Indus 
basin, only 27 percent 0£ the reported area was 
uncul~ivable, though the proportion was higher in Sind 
(37 percent) than in the Puniab (20 percent). The much 

highe= proportion of uncultivable area in Sind quite 
clearly indicates the limit of available aqricultural 
land in the province. A more interestinq fact is that cf 
the cultivable area, 'cultivable waste•, area not used 
for cultivation but it could be cultivated, has not 
chanqed in Sind (5.0 million acres) but declined sharply 
in the Punjab (from 11 to 5 millior. acres) durinq 1948 to 
1977. one probable explanation, to which we will return 
later, is the difference between the two provinces in 
their land tenure systems and the pres&ure of population 
on land. In Sind, we find that a landlord-tenant system 
dcminates, in which larqe areas a~e controlled by 
landlords but cultivated by tenants in small parcels, 
leavinq a hiqh proportion of land uncultivated. On the 
other hand, in the funjab, owne=-operated small farms 
dominate, creating ~ressu=e on the cultivable waste 
lands. 

Turning to what is of immediate 'relevance, of the 
ccuntry's repcrted area of 133 million acres in 1977, 
cultivated area formed cnly 37 percent, though its share 
was 32 percent in 1948. In the Indus basin, of the 73 
million acres reported, 42 million were cultivated, 
increasinq from 46 percent in 1948 to 57 percent in 1977. 
The differences between the Punjab and Sind were no less 
significant: 67 percent in the former (from 53 per~en~ in 
1948) and 43 percen~ in ~he latter (from 37 percent in 
1948). The higher proportion of farm area cultiva~ed in 
the Puniab than in Sind reflects a phenomenon observed in 
farm-l~vel studies on differences in land use intensity 
on large ar.d small farms. Larqe farms, especially the 
~enant-operated, have in general lowe= land use 
intensities than do small owner-ope=ated farms.1 Before 
we tu=n to examine changes in land use in the Indcs 
tasin,- it should be noted here that pressu=e of 
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population o~ cultivated land has increased in all 
reqions in the last twenty years. These data are qiven in 
Table 2.2. cultivated area per person decreased from 0.9 
to 0.7 acres in Pakistan and in the Puniab, and from 1.3 
to 0.9 acres in Sind. 

TABLE 2.2 
Land-Man Ratio in Pakistan and Provinces, 1959-60 to 1976-77 
(Cultivated Area per Person) 

Year Pakistan Punjab Sind 

1959-60 0.91 0.92 1.34 
1960-61 .0.89 0.91 1.37 . 
1961-62 0.88 0.88 1.28 
1962-63 0.87 0.86 1.26 
1963-64 0.85 0.85 .1.24 
1964-63 0.90" 0.83 .) 1.23 
1965-66 0.89 0.84 1.20 
1966-67 0.89 0.81 1.17 
1967.!.68 0.84 0.81 1.10 
1968-69 '• 0.•82 0.80 1.18 
1969-70 0.80 o. 77 1.15 
1970-71 o. 77 0.75 1.09 
1971-72 0.75 0.73 1.02 ' 
1972-73 0.72 0.72 0.99 
1973-74 ·o. 71 0.70 0.94 
1974-75 0.69 0.68 0.91 
1975-76 0.68 0.67 0.88 
1976-77 0.67 0.70 0.91 

" 
Source: Data are ftom Yearbooks of,Agricultural Statistics, 1971-72, 
1975,•1977, and PA~istan Economic Survey, 1977-78. 

The Indus basin has about 85 percent of the 
country!s cultivated area, though its share was around 90 
percent in the early fifties. However, its sha~e of· the 
cropped and irrigated areas in Pakistan has remained 
constan, at 89 percent and 92 percent respectivel1. Amonq 
the indices of land· use are changes in cultivated, 
cropped and irrigated areas. As in other thinqs, we'find 
si qni.fican t reqional variations. 
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]egion Percent 2_g~ Chs.rurn _gurin.9 .121'8 - 1977 
cultivated Cropped Irriqated 

Area Area Area 

Pakistan 35 q9 5q 
Punjab 27 53 68 
Sind 21 q7 23 

Most im~ressive was the expansion of irrigated area 
in the Punja!:, reflecting the rapid development of canal 
and tubewell water supply.2 Almost equally im~ressive was 
the expansion in cropped area in all regions, though lt 
was even more striking in Sind because its irrigated area 
did not expand by much during the last thirty y~ars. The 
fact that cropped area in all regions expanded b~ more 
than cultivated area clearly indicates the increased 
intensity of land use. However, land use intensities 
still remain quite modest if not entirely disappoin~ing 
in the Indus basin in general and in Sind in particular.3 

use of land for crops is best reflected by 'cropping 
intensity•, which is the proportion of cultivated :and 
used for cropping in a year. From the data or. cropping 
intensity for the six~ies and seventies in Table 2.3, ie 
find that while it increased in all regions its increase 
was highest in the Punjab. In fact, only in the Puniab pn 
acre of crop land was teing sown slightly more than once 
in a year; the same acre of crop land in Sind was being 
used much less intensively. rower cropping intensities in 
Sind result from, amcng other thinqs, the dominance cf 
large and tenant-operated farms. There is substantial 
evidence, from the agricultural census data for 1960 and 
15 72 and from farm-level ·s-:udies, that 'c:::opping intensity 
falls as farm size increases.• Another important factor 
contributing to lower c~opping in ten:;;i ties in Sind has 
been the inadequate availability of water, especially in 
winter: about !JO percent of the cultivated area in Sind 
is left •fallow•, and most of it in winter. For the same 
reason, we find wide variations within'the Punjab between 
rainfed and irrigated areas. ' 

Multiple cropping in Pak~stan has also exRanded most 
rapidly in the Punjat, from 7 percent to 18 percen~ of 
cultivated area, following the expansion of irrigated 
area. Multiple cropping makes possible Ca) increase in 
the area cropped per year, and(b) increase in to~al yield 
per unit of area. It allows for yield increases per unit 
of area and per unit of time. However, management demands 
of multiple cropping can be substantial; they are not all 
related to the supply of wa·ter. Cropping intensities, as 
was pointed out earlier, vary with farm size and tenurial 
arrangements. 
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TABLE 2.3 
Land Use and Irrigation Intensities in Pakistan and Provinces, 
Selected Years (million acres) 

Pakistan Punjab Sind 

Area and Average Average Average Average Average Average 
Intensity of of of of of of 

1950-511972-73 1950-511972-73 1950-511972-73 
to to to to to to 

1954-55 1976-77 195~-55 1976-77 1954-55 1976-77 

Cultivated Areaa 37.8 48.1 22.6 27.6 11.3 13,0 
Total Cropped Areab 31.5 43.7 21.1 29.8 7.2 B. 7 
Irrigated Areac 23.5 33.2 14.6 23,l 7.1 7,3 
Multiple 
Cropped Aread 2.8 7.2 1. 7 5.0 1.0 1.4 
Cropping ~ntensitye 83%' -91% ' 93% 108% 63% 67% 
Multiple 
Cropping Index:f 7% 15% '7% 18% 8% 11% 
Irrigation 
Intensityg 62% 69% 65% 83% 63% 57% 

( 

Source: See Table 1,2, ---

aCultivated area includes 'net sown ar~a' and 'curFent fallow', 
b Total ctopped area includes 'net sown area' and 'area sown more than 
once'. 
C -Irrigated are,a incl1;1des area whi~h .,receives water from canals, 
wells, tubewells. 

~~ltiple cropped area is the 'area"Sown more than once' in an 
agricultural year. 

eCropping intensity is the proportion (percentage) of cu1tivated area 
~hich is cropped: it is an index of how.many times in an 
agricultural year an acre of cropped la~1_is so'1Il• 

fMultiple'cropping index is the proportion (percentage) of cultivated 
area which is sown more than once in an agricultural year. 

girrigation intensity i~ the proportion (Rercentage) oj cu~tivated 
area to which irrigation water is ~vait~ble~ 
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In the Indus basin, there are two distinct crop 
seasons in a year, namely, Khari! (summer: June to 
October) and ]sbi (winter: November to May). In each 
seascn, several crcps are grown. Their number depends 'not 
only on the constraints of soils and climate but en 
economic cor.sideraticns of resources to produce certain 
crops and the use to which they can profitably be put. In 
]hariJ, major crops are rice, cotton, sugarcane, maize, 
sorghum and millet. In ]sbi, they are wheat, barley, 
gram, rapeseed, mustard and tobacco, In each season, 
there are several other crops, including fodder, 
vegetables and pulses. crop area in the two seasons 
differs widely between regions: it is higher in ~ati 
(over 55 percent) in the Punjab but lower in sind (less 

than 45 percent). The higher proportion of crop area 
given tc summer crops in Sind reflects the relative 
scarcity of canal water in winter. 

•Major• crops are called by that name because of the 
prcportion of total crop area they claim and the value cf 
output which results from them. For instance, their 
contribution to the total value of agricultural output of 
Pakistan was 51 percent ·in the early sixties and 58 
percent durir.g 1972-77.s There are eleven ma1or crops. 
Seven of them are £.Q.Qg £rO~§ (wheat, rice, maize, 
sorghum, millet, barley and gram); four are £.9.§h Q~.21:§ 
(cotton, sugarcane, rapeseed and mustard). As shown in 

Table 2.4, major crops used 76 percent to 79 percent of 
tctal cropped area in the Indus basin. While their share 
in the cropped area remained unchanged in the Punjab 
since 1960, it increased somewhat in Sind (76 percent to 
79 percent). Food crops dominate every region, though 
their share has fallen in the Punjab ~60 percent to 58 
percent) and has increased in Sind (57 percent to 59 
percent). While cash crops had less than 20 p~rcent of 
cropped area, their share increased in all areas and most 
significantly in the Punjab. Changes in crop area in the 
last two decades have been fa= more evident in the Punjab 
than in Sind, but these changes have varied among crops. 
Crcpped area increased by 21 percent in the Punjab, with 
a 45 percent increase in the area of cash crops and 16 
percent in food crops. In Sind, on the other hand, 
cropped area increased ly only 4 percent, and the area cf 
cash and food crops rose by 6 percent. This slightly 
larger increase in area of cash and food cro~s in Sind 
came from the area under minor crops, which declined ly 
10 percent during this period. 

crop area used for food and cash crops can be taken 
as an index of the ty~e of land system and the economic 
need for these crops. We have evidence that area for food 
crops tends to be higher in ~hose regions in which water 
supply is uneven and scarce and on farms which are small 
and owner-opera~ed. !he tenant-operated farms in Sind do 
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TABLE 2.4 
Distribution of Crop Area in Pakistan and Provinces, Selected Years 
(million acres) 

Pakistan Punjab 

Crop Area Average Average Average Average 
1959-60 1972-73 1959-60 1972-73 

to to to to 
1963-64 1976-77 1963-64 1976-77 

Total 
37.3a Cropped Area 43.7 24.6 29.8 
(100) (100) (100) (100) 

Area of b 
Major Crops 28.5 34.0 _18. 7, 22.8 

C 
(76) (78) (76) (76) 

Food Crops 22.8 26.4 14.9 17.3 

d (61) (60) (60) (58) 
Cash. Crops 5.7 7.6 3.8 5.5 

(15) (18) (16) (18) 
Area of t 
Minor Crops e 8.8 9.7 5.9 7.0 

(24) (22) (24) (24) 

Source: See Table 1.2. ---

aFigures in parantheses are percentages. 

bMajor crops are food and cash crops. 

Sind 

Average Average 
1959-60 1972-73 

to to 
1963-64 1976-77 

8.4 8.7 
(100) (100) 

6.4 6.9 
(76) (79) 
4.8 5.1 
(57) (59) 
1.6 l. 7 
(19) (20) 

2 .o · 1.8 
(24) (21) 

cFood crops include wheat, rice, maize, barley, sorghum, millet and 
gram. 
d Cash crops include cqtton, sugar~ane, rapeseed and mustard. 

~inor crops are all other crops, including fodder, pul~es and 
vegetables. 

~ot have as high a pro~ortion of crop area i~ food crops. 
su"l:sistence agriculture, associated with focd crops, is 
predominant on small owner-operated farms and in the 
unirrigated areas· of the Punjab. 6 

Of the eleven major· crops in Pakis~an, f6ur cro~s 
(two food and two cash) account for most of the area and 

contribute most to the total crop value. Followinq were 
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the shares of these four crops in area by major crops in 
various reqions during 1971-77: 

.l'.~rc_gnt.sl~ Shli~ in Ari!s of .Hsior cr.Q£§ 
~s~i§~.sln gJilljAh .§ln4 

Wheat (.Babj,) 
Rice (.!iliil if) 
c;otton (Kh.,e.,;:i f) 
Suqarcane (Kharii) 
All Four 

Of these Kharif Crops 
Of these ]abi Crops 

44 
12 
14 
5 

75 
31 
44 

48 
9 

16 
5 

78 
30 
48 

29 
26 
17 

4 
76 
4-7 
29 

Cotton and sugarcane occupied an almost equal propor~ion 
of all crop area in the Punjab and Sind. Area used for 
wheat and rice in each province, however, differed 
significantly: wheat dominated in the Punjab, but.wheat 
and rice had similar shares in Sind. 

TABLE 2.5 
Trend Rates of Gross Domestic Product, Gross Agricultural Product 
and Value of Major Crops in Pakistan 

1959-60 1969-70 1959-60 
to to to 

1968-69 1977-78 1977-78 

Annual a Annual Annual 
Rate -2c Rate 

R.2 
Rate 

R.2 (%) R (%) (%) 

Gross Domestic 
6.4*b Product (GDP) 0.99 3.7* 0.96 5.2* 0.98 

Gross Agricultural 
Product (GAP) 6.4* 0.74 2.0* 0.89 3.8* 0.96 
Value of Major 
Crops 5.4* 0.93 1.5* 0.65' 4.7* 0,93 

Source: These estimates are based on figures of GDP, GAP and value 
of Major Crops at constant prices of 1959-60 given in Pakistan 
Economic Survey 1977-78, Statistical Appendix, Table 5. 

aThe trend rate is estimated by: log Y = ~ + bt. 

b* significant at the 1% level, 
c-2 R is the Adjusted Coefficient of Determination, 
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PATTERNS OF AGRICULTURAL GROWTH 

The growth of Pakistan's economy in general, and its 
agriculture in particular, has varied in the last twenty 
years, follcwing a period of near stagnation in 
agriculture during 1947-1959. This is reflected by, among 
other things, the annual rates of growth of Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP), Gross Agricultural Product (GAP) 
and Value of Major Crops (VMC). As shown in Table 2.5, 
the highest annual rate since 1959 was of GDP (5.2 
percent), followed ty VMC (4.7 percent) and GAP (3.8 
percent). The lower rate for GAP than VMC indicates the 
relatively poor performance of the minor crops and 
livestock sectors. The more significant were the 
differences of rates of growth of GDP, GAP and V!C 
between the sixties and seventies: 6.4 percent versus 3.7 
percent; 6.4 percent versus 2.0 percent; 5.4 percent 
versus 1.5 percent.1 In view of the reported annual 
increase of 3 percent in population during the seventies, 
there could not have been any sigtificant increase in per 
capita income and much less in the availability of food 
per person. The performance of major crops, except for 
wheat and rice during 1978-79, has indeed been 
disappointing. Reduced exports of cotton, and increased 
im~orts of wheat are some of the majcr symptoms of the 
predicament in which Pakistan's economy has been since 
the mid-seventies. 

A similar picture emerges f:c.om examining the levels 
and growth rates of output of major crops and foodgrains, 
though the regional differences are perhaps as striking 
as the differences in each region between the sixties and 
seventies. These data are shown in Table 2.6 and in 
Ch~rts 2.1 to ·2.3. First, let us look at the rates of 
growth cf total and per acre output of major crops. The 
rates for total output were quite impressive during 
1959-1977, 4 percent in the Punjab and 6 percent in Sind. 
These rates were higher in the sixties, 6.3 percent in 
the Pu~jab and 9 percent in Sind. They were lower and 
statistically less significant in the seventies, 2 
percent in both provinces. The rates cf growth of output 
per acre, which were somewhat lower than rates for total 
output, showed similar trends. An explanation of the 
higher rates in Sind may be the different composition of 
crops and changes in yields per acre of individual crops 
during this period. 

The tre~d rates of growth of toial and per a~re 
output of foodgrains were higher than of, major crops 
during 1959-1977, except for sind in which they were 
equal. It should be noted that these rates were lower 
than rates of total output of major crops in all regions 
in the sixties, but were much higher and .statistically 
significant in the seventies. Also interesting are the 
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TABLE 2,6 
Trend Rates of Growth of Output of Major Crops and Foodgrains in Pakistan and Provinces 

Total Output Output Per Total Output Output Per Output Per 
of Major Acre of of Acre of Person of 
Crops Major Crops Foodgrains Foodgrains Foodgrains, 

Period Region 

Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual 
Rate in _

2 
Rate in _2 Rate in _2 Rate in _2 Rate in _2 

Percent R Percent R Percent R Percent R Percent R 

1959-60 to 
1968-69 Pakistan 6.7* 0,90 4,3* 0,77 5,0* 0,72 2.8**a 0.38 2.3** 0.35 

Punjab 6,3* 0.89 4.2* 0.74 5,3* 0,65 4.1** 0,52 2,5** 0.30 
Sind 9,0* 0,85 7,0* 0,78 4.7* 0,81 3,7* 0,74 1.6** 0.33 

1969-70 to 
1976-77 Pakistan 2,0***b 0.26 1,5*** 0.18 3,3* 0,77 2,9* 0.76 0.32 0.04 

Punjab 2,0*** 0.17 1.0 0.09 3,2* ,0.69 2. 7** 0,61 0.00 0.02 
Sind 2,0*** 0,25 2,5** 0.52 2,2* 0,42 2, 8** 0,62 -1.0 0.12 

1959-60 to 
1976-77 Pakistan 4,3* 0.84 3,0* 0,79 5,2* 0.92 4,2* 0.85 2.2* <>>'70 

Punjab 4.1* 0,80 2.5* 0.66 5,0* 0,88 4.2* 0.85 2.2* 0.60 
Sind 6,0* 0.85 5.6* 0.88 6.0* 0.91 5.5* 0.91 2.9* 0.71 

Source: The estimating trend equation is: log Y =a+ bt, The estimates are.based on.data from Pakistan 
Economic Survey 1977-78, Yearbooks of Agricultural Statistics, 1971-72, i975 and 1977. 

a** significant at the 5% level, t 

b*** significant at the 10% level, "' 
\D 
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CHART 2.1 

'Output per Acre. of Major Crops, 1959-60 to 1976 -77 
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CHART2.2 
Foodgrains per Cultivated Acre, 1959-60 to 1976-1977 
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differences in rates of qrowth of yield per acre cf 
foodqrains as compared with those of all maior crops: 
they were higher in Pakistan and in the Punjab during 
19:9-77 and in all regions during the seventies. The 
apparently tetter record of growth of output cf 
foodgrains in the seventies can be explained perhaps ty 
the impact of rapid adoption of new seeds of wheat and 
rice in the Indus basin from the late sixties (1967-65) 
~o early seventies (1972-73). 

We can get some idea of the availability cf 
foodqrains in the ccuntry by looking at rates cf qrowth 
of output per person. In view of the almost.stable growth 
rate of population at 3 percent per year aLd the low 
rates at which total output of fiocdgrains 1nc~eased 
during the seventies, it is not surprising that per 
capita outpu~ of foodgrains showed no significant change 
in this period. However, for the twenty-year period of 
19:9-1977, the rates of growth of foodgrain output per 
person were net modest by any means: 2.2 percent ~n the 
Punjab and 2.9 percent in Sind. 

These ap~are~tly significant differences in growth 
rates of output of major crops and foodgrains between the 
Punjab and Sind during the sixties and seventies have in 
turn affected the levels of output per acre and per 
person. These data are arranged as five-year averages in 
Iable 2.7, The levels of output were higher in the Punjab 
in the early sixties, with the larges~ gap for output per 
acre of major crops: 838 kg. in the Pu~jab and 471 kg. in 
Sind. However, these gaps have decreased ir. all cases. 
Most significant has been the reduction in the qap for 
output of foodgrains per person: from 18 kg. in the early 
sixties to 7kg. in the late seventies. 

The trend rates of growth in crop production have so 
far revealed that in general output grew more rapidly in 
sind than in the Punjab during the last twen~y years. A 
similar difference is observed between growth rates in 
the sixties and seventies within each province and in the 
country. They do not, hcwever,· reveal an important aspect 
of the production cycle in a pocr country it which crop 
output in a seasoL can be affected greatly by random 
shocks, of which weather is perhaps the most ~ctorious 
and persistent. In other words, growth trends give ro 
idea of the wide fluctuations which cccur in crop output 
in general, and food crops in particular, affecting in 
any one year the conditions of domestic consum~tion and 
exports er imports. One way to capture these variations 
around ,the trend rate is to estimate the average 
percentage deviation from this rate. This has been called 
~he 'index of instability•.e The biqher the value of this 
index, or the higher is the average percentage deviation 
f=cm the t~end rate durinq a period, the more unstable is 
the crop production. The estimates of this index for 
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TABLE 2.7 
Production of Major Crops and Foodgrains Per Acre and Per Person in 
Pakistan and Provinces, Selected Years (Kilograms) 

Crop 
Output 

Output of 
Major Cropsa 
Per Acre 
Output of 
Foodgrains 
Per Acre 
Output of 
Foodgrains 
Per Person 

Pakistan 

Average 
of 

1959-60 

Average 
of 

1972-73 

Punjab 

Average 
of 

1959-60 

Average 
of 

1972-73 

Sind 

Average 
of 

1959-60 

Average 
of 

1972-73 
to to to to to to 

1963-64 1976-77 1963-64 1976-77 1963-64 1976-77 

761 1,101 838 1,142 471 956 

151 252 173 289 103 207 

132 174 152 198 134 191 

Source: See Table'l.2. 

8Major crops are wheat, rice, maize, barley, sorghum, millet, gram, 
cotton, sugarcane, rapeseed and mustard. Of these foodgrains are 
wheat, rice, maize, barley, sorghum, millet. 

major cash and food crops are given in Ta~le 2.8. The 
index had a higher value for maior cropp than for 
foodqrains in all reqions during 1959-77. Also, as is 
shown in ~able 2.7, trend rates for major crops ir. al~ 
regions during the same period were lower- than those cf 
focdqrains: o;ajor crops qrew at lowe:: rates and 
experienced greater instabili~y. This,is substantiated 
somewhat by the way in which crops, like cotton and 
sugarcane have been affected by floods,.droughts, and 
pest attacks in recent years. Another important thinq to 
cbserve is that the instability index. had a higher value 
for all crops in S1nd than in other re4ions~ This should 
provide a better perspecti~e lot-assessment of the hiqher 
trend rates of growth of crop output in Sind. 
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TABLE 2.8 
"Index of Instability· of Output -of Major Crops and Foodgrains in 
Pakistan and Provinces, 1959-60 to 1976-77 

Trend Ratea b Instability Index 
(annual (average~ercentage 

Crops Region growth rate) deviation) 

Major Crops Pakistan 4.3 ~-2 
Punjab 4.1 10.0 
Sind 6.0 12.8 

Foodgrains Pakistan 5.2 {i.5 
Punjab 5.0 6.9 
Sind 6.0 8.0 

35 

Source: Output data of major crops and foodgrains are from Yearbooks 
~icultural Statistics, 1975 and 1977. 

aTrend Rate of Growth of Output is estimated by: log Y =a+ bt. 

bindex of Instability is estimated by (a) annual percentage 
deviations from the trend rate, and (b) average absolute value of 
these deviations is the index of instability of production of major 
crops and foodgrains. 

How well agriculture has performed in a c;.ountry can 
l:e judged by, among other things, the rate of ,Change· cf 
cicp output per unit of land, i.e. yield per acre. Yield 
levels of Pakistan's leading crops (wheat, rice, cotton, 
and sugarcane) are among the lowest compared with those 
in other major producing countries of these crops.9 
However, these levels have increased guite significantly 
in the last twenty ·years. In a country in which crop 
output is subject to vagaries of Nature, sinqle year 
evidence on yield per acre would not be an appropriate 
index of land productivity. For this reason, I have used 
fi ve-vear ave,:ages of the yield data to compare 'chan·qes 
in the last two decades: average of 1959-60 to 1963~64 
for early sixties and of 1972-73 to 1976-77 for the 
seventies. These data are given in Table 2.9. Yield 
levels for all ciops, except sugarcane, were higher-in 
the Punjab ~ban Sind in the early sixties. Howeve=, in 
the seventies, again with the exception of suqarcane, 
yield levels were higher in Sind. The yield level of 
sugarcane had in fact fallen in Sind by 17 percent a~d 
increased in the Punjab by 18 percent in the same period. 
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TABLE 2.9 
Output Per Acre of Selected Crops in Pakistan and Provinces, 
Selected Years 

Crop 

Wheat 
Rice 
Cotton 
Sugarcane 

Source: ---

Crop Yield in Kilogram Per Acre 

Average of 
1959-60 to 1963-64 

Pakistan Punjab Sind 

331 354 299 
363 375 355 

99 99 96 
12,752 12,319, 16,306 

See Table 1.2. 

V 

l 

Average of 
1972-73 to 1976-77 

Pakistan Punjab Sind 

540 560 622 
626 585 689 
120 113 158 

14,5.66 14,554 13,572 

!he hiqher yield levels of wheat, rice and cotton in Sind 
in the seventies have obviously resulted from the higher 
rates at which they grew durinq 1960-1977: for wheat and 
rice they increased in Sind by 103 percent and 94 
percent, and in the Punjab by 58 percent and 56 percent. 
For cotton, the yield level increased by 65 percent in 
Sind and by only 14 ,percent in the Punjab. There is 
another aspect of these changes which should be noted 
here. Of the four crops, yields of wheat and rice 
increased •most significantly in all regions. This•is a 
reflection of the impact of new seeds of these crops in 
irrigated areas of the Indus basin, a phenomenon which 
was not shared~y t&e other two crops. It should also te 
remembered that unlike Sind there are large areas in the 
Puniab 'which are rainfed and, the:refore, have not 
benefitted from-the Green Revolution. !heir.inclusion in 
es:imatinq the averaqe yield level of wheat in the 
Punjab, to compare it with Sind, overstates the yield gap 
betw~en the two provin~es. Comparing yiSld levels of 
wheat for irrigated areas of the Punjab and Sind, we find 
that in the late seventies they were 648 kg. and 656 kq. 
per acre 'respectively.10 
· Anothet way in which chanqes in yield levels durinq 
the period in review can be see~ is by constructinq yield 
indices for individual crops, with the base for a normal 
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year. These indices are shown in Table 2.10 and in Charts 
2.4 to 2.6. The yield index for foodgrains. in which 
wheat and rice dominate the area and ou~put, changed 
little frcm 1960 to 1967. A break in ~hese levels bepomes 
visible during 1968-1973, a period'in which new seeds cf 
wheat and rice were adopted in irrigated areas of the 
Indus basin with their consequent effect on yield levels. 
After 1973, the index remains without any visible cnanqe 
in Sind, and changes by little in the Punjab. The yieid 
indices for cotton and sugarcane are erratic, thouqh 
there seems tc be an upward trend for cotton and downward 
trend for sugarcane in Sind. We can see a clear upward 
trend for sugarcane in the Puniab. 

TABLE 2,10 
Index of Output Per Acre of Major Crops in Pakistan and Provinces, 
1959-60 to 1976-77 

1959-60 
1960-61 
1961-62 
1962-63 
1963-64 
1964-65 
1965-66 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
1969-70 
1970-71 
1971-72 
1972-73 
1973-74 
1974-75 
1975-76 
1976-77 

Index of Yield Per Index of Yield Per Index of Yield Per 
Acre of Foodgrainsa Acre of Cotton Acre of Sugarcane 

Pak- Pun-
istan jab Sind 

100,0 100.0 100.0 
lDl,3 101.6 102.6 
103.3 103.5 106.6 
105.3 107,6 102.2 
106.3 107.3 107.7 
109.3 112.6 107.0 

98.7 98.4 108.5 
104.6 106.6 108.1 
129.8 137.5 122.1 
135.4 138.2 147.4 
149.0 149.5 180.1 
140.1135.6 183.5 
150.7 147.9 191.2 
157.6 153.3 204.0 
157.9 152.4 201.8 
163.2.159.3 203.7 
174.2 168,3 218.4 
175.6 171.6 208.9 

Pak- Pun-
istan jab Sind 

100,0 100.0 100.0 
108.7 95.7 108.3 
108.7 113.0 100,0 
126.1130~4 112.5 
134.8 139.1116.7 
121.7 126.1108.3 
126.1113.0 150.0 
134.8 130.4 137.5 
134.8 134.8 133.3 
143.5 139.1 145.8 
143,5 143.5 150.0 
147.8 143,5 154.2 
169.6 165.2 175.0 
165,2 152.2 208.3 
169.6 156.5 200.0 
147.8 134.8 183.3 
130.4 117.4 169.6 
108.7 100.0 133.3 

Pak- Pun-
istan jab Sind 

100,0 100~0 100.0 
111.7 115.7 195,5 
120.3 124~8 96,2 
129.2 132.110~.8 
125.8 129~6 96.2 
138,l 14~.9 100.0 
139,2 142.7 9!1'.3 
126.1 129.9 ,89.5 
138.1 142.2 96.6 
151.5 161,3 99,3 
158,4 171.5 99.1 
135.7 139.8 99.3 
134,7 139.4 89.7 
139,2 147.8 89.7 
138.1144.9 90.8 
117.5 123.4 64,1 
136.0 144.6 82.6 
139.5 151.7 82,5 

Source: These figures are based on data given in Yearbooks of 
~ltural Statistics, 1975 and 1977. 

aFoodgrains include wheat, rice, maize, bajra, jowar and barley, 
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Index of Yield Per Acre of Foodgrains, 1959-60 to 1976-77 
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CHART 2.5 

Index of Yield Per Acre of Cotton, 1959-60 to 1976-77 
( 1959 - 60 = 100) 
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CHART 2.6 

Index of Yield Per Acre of Sugarcane, 1959 - 60 to 1976 -77 
(1959 - 60= 100) 
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A more direct method of examining the rates at which 
crop yields may have changed du=ing the last twenty·years 
is to estimate a trend rate for each of the leading 
crops, namely, wheat, rice, cotton and sugarcane~ These 
estimates are shown in Table 2.11. Several interesting 
observations can be made. First, ~here 1 .was a 
significantly higher trend cate in growth of yields of 
wheat, rice and cotton in Sind than in the Punjab during 
the last twenty years, The exception was sugarcane, cf 
which the yield showed a definite downward trend in Sind 
but an upward trend in the Punjab. Sedcrnd; we find that 
yields increased more definitely in the sixties •ih· all 
regions. Even for sugarcane, there was un.upward and 
strong trend (3. 8. percent) in the Punjab, but the 
negative trend in Sind was no~ significant. Third, yield 
performance in the seventies was certainly unimpressive. 
In each province, crop yields showed either n0<trend 
(rice) or a negative trend (cotton and sugarcane). The 
pos1~1ve and strong trend in wheat yields may have been 
d~ to the effects of new seeds which started exhibiting 
im~ressive results only after 1968~ The most ~robable 
cause for the strong and negative trend rate in yield of 
sugarcane, especially in Sind, was the rapid expansion in 
sugarcane area, mainly in response to a highly subsi4ized 
price given by· government in the early seventiei •. Th~ 
rapid expansion of sugarcane area in s'om~ ::c.eqions of Sind 
and the Pun;ab was at the expense of wheat and cotton 
area. Cultivation of sugarcane in Sind, d~~pite water 
scarcity in winter and not so favourable soil conditions, 
had become evidently very profitable. In view of the fall 
in yield levels, private profitabili~Y<;. must., have diverged 
significantly from what would have been socially a more 
efficient use of resources, 

we have so far seen that trends in crop production 
have differed between the Punjab and Sind and within each 
province between the sixties and seventies. A search for 
probable causes of these differences must begin from 
evidence or. use of physical inputs. However, the problem 
we encounter here is that it is almost imp9ssible to 
specify the input levels used even if we can identify 
them. Also, we do not have adequate data for these inputs 
by crops. The aggregate aata that we do have cannot te 
readily related to changes in output of crops, In ot~er 
words, we cannot use an input-output approach to identi,fy 
causes of differential qrowth patterns between regions 
and between periods within each region. To overcome these 
~roblems, I shall do three thinqs. First, to qet some 
;erspective on physical inputs, I shall discuss ~vidence 
on changes in the su~ply and use of water, fertilizer and 
seeds. Then, I shall use for changes in the output of 
each leading crop a method in which the likely 
cor.tributicns of area, yield and cropping pattern can te 
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isolated as "sources" of qrowth. Finally, I shall 
integrate into this analysis disaggregated data on 
landownership and farm size for selected agricultural 
regions withi:t each province·. This will enable us to 
identify not only pat~erns of growth, and their probable 
sources, but their likely effects on reqional 
distribution of farm income. 

TABLE 2.11 
Trend Rates of Output Per Acre of Selected Crops in Pakistan and 
Provinces 

Wheat Yield Rice Yield Cotton Yield Sugarcane 

Region 

Pakistan 

Punjab 

sind 

Source: ---

USE OF 

In 

Per Acre Per Acre Per Acre Yield/Acre 

Period 
Trend Trend 
Rate Rate 
(%) R2 (%) 

1959-60 to 
1968-69 2.5** .41 3.5* 
1969-70 to 
1976-77· 3.6* .86 4'.3 
1959-60 to 
1976-77 3.9* .87 4.4* 
1959-60· to 
1968..:.69 2.8** .45 4.1* 
1969-70 to < ' 

1976-77 3.3* .78 1.4 
1959-60 to 
1976..:.7i •"'3. 7* .86 3.5* 
1959-60 to 
1968.-69 "3:2* .59 3.2* 
1969-70 to 
'1976-77 ·J.6* .94 5 • .4 
19.59-60 to 
1976-77 5.7* .91 5.5* 

See Table 1.2. 

{' 

PHI SIC AL INfUTS 

Trend 
Rate 

R2 (%) 

• 71 3.4* 

,07 -3.5*** 

.87 1.7** 

.88 3,4* 

.01 -4.9** 

.87 1.2*** 

.51 4,4* 

.06 -5.5 

.83 3.5* 

Trend 
-kate 

R2 (%) 

.80 3.5* 

.32 -1.5 

.34 1.1** 

.57 3.8* 

.53 -1.4 

.16 1.4** 

.7~ -2.3 

.01 -3.8** 

.68 -1.4* 

the Indus basin,. water is undoubt~dlv the 

.78 

.22 

.28 

• 77 

.13 

.34 

.03 

.45 

.42 

most 
critical factor in crop produc"tion. Its supply at the 
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farmgate, at the right time and in the ~ight amount, and 
its management on the farm .are among the major PEoblems 
in Pakistan agriculture.11 The major source of irriqaticn 
water is the Indus and its tributaries. However, in the 
Punjab, tubewells have been a significant additional 
source cf water since the mid-six~ies: Dita on water 
supply are shown in Table 2. 12. While tub~tells supplied 
only 15 percent of total water at the farmga~e in 
1965-66, their share increased to 33 percent by11976-77. 
The relative increase in water £Dom tubewell9 is 
accounted for by the fact that while water from "canals 
increased by only 5 percent, supply from a{ubewells 
increased three-fold during 1965-1977. !otal water supply 
in this ~eriod increased by 36 percent. Although we have 
no data on water supply at the farmgate by provinceSr we 
know that tubewell water is available mostly in.the 
Punjab. It is also important to note that mere wa~er h~s 
been available in summer than in winter from the eana! 
system, especially in Sind. More water though is new 

TABLE 2.12 
Supply of Irrigation Water in Pakistan, Selected Years 
(million acre feet) 

Sources of Irrigation 

Year Ground (Tubewells) 

Surface 
(Canals) Public Private 

1965-66 55 3 7 
1966-67 58 2 8 
1967-68 57 2 10 
1968-69 59 3 11 
1969-70 60 4 12 
1970-71 52 4 13 
1971-72 52 5 15 
1972-73 61 5 16 
1973-74 58 5 17 
1974-75 52 7 18 
1975-76 59 7 19 
1976-77 58 8 21 

Total 

64 
68 
69 
73 
76 
70 
71 
81 
80 
77 
85 
87 

Source: These figures are from Agricultural Statistics of Pakistan 
1977. 
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available in winter from the Tarbela dam • 
. ilith certain assumptions, we can show that probably 

more water was available at the farmgate in the Puniab 
than in Sind. For instance. in 1976-77, of total supply 
of 87 million acre feet (MAP), 58 MAP came from canals 
and 29 ~AF from tubewells. If we assume ~hat one-third of 
canal water and ,one-tenth of tubewell water was supplied 
to Sind, we get 20 MAF for Sind and 67 MAF for the 
Punjab. If we relate ~hese supplies to total cropped area 
in each province, it works out to 2.2 acre feet of 
irrigation water in both prov~nces in 1976-77. However, 
it, sh-0uld be remembered that in the Punjab a significant 
proportion of cropped area is in the rainfed regions, 
which would underestimate supply of irrigation water on 
farms. Mith this adjustment, water supply in the Puniab 
would be more per cropped acre than in Sind. There is 
another important aspect of water supply. Water from 
tubewells in central districts of the Punjab not only 
adds to canal water but makes it available when it is 
most needed. water management becomes more flexible, and 
farmers with access to tubewell water can diversify =rops 
and practice multiple cropping. This advantage, ~f 
course, differs between farmers within each district, 
depending on accessibility to tubewell water. However, 
this flexibility is not available to even large -farms in 
Sind, except for erratic supply of some water frbm public 
tubewells. 

While ~e have no time-series data on use of 
£e~tilizer by crop in the Punjab and Sind, we have 
aggregate figures on its supply since the mid-sixties. 
Pakistani farmers use very small amounts of fertilizer on 
their crops, though th-ere. has been a significant increase 
in the area they fertilize of major crops.1 2 Even more 
serious is the nutrient imbalance in fertilizer between 
nitrogen (N)... phosphorus (P) and potash (K) , As fiqures 
in Table 2.13 show, the average amount of fertilizer (in 
NPK nutrients) used in Pakistan increased from 1,5 kg per 
acre in mid-sixties to 13 kg per acre in late seventies. 
The more interesting fact is that, while on average less 
fertilizer was used in Sind than in the Punjab (12 kq 
versus 15 kg ~er acre) in 1976-77, the gap had reduced 
dramatically since the mid-sixties (1 kg versus 2 kg). 
T~e increase in Sind is reflected in the rates at which 
use of fertilizer grew in each province during 1965-1977: 
by 2 percent in Sind and by 1.5 percent in the Punjab. 

The more relevant aspect of use of fertilizer in the 
Indus basin is its application on the four leading crops, 
namely, wheat, 'rice, cotton and sugarcane, on which over 
88 percent of totaL. fertilizer is- used. We see then 
fertilizer per acre on these crops has increased 
impressively in Siiid and, only modetately in th'e Puniab. 
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TABLE 2.13 
Use of Fertilizer in Pakistan and Provinces, 1965-66/1976-77 
(NPK Nutrient in Kilogram Per Cultivated Acre) 

Year Pakistan Punjab 

1965-66a 1..5 2.0 
1966-67 2.3 3.3 
1967-68 4.1 4.9 
1968-69 4.6 6.3 
1969-70 6.6 7.8 
1970-71 6.1 6.9 
1971-72 8.2 9.4 
1972-73 9.4 11.0 
1973-74 8.5 9.1 
1974-75 9.1 10.6 
1975-76 11.7 13.4 
1976-77 13.1 15.0 

45 

Sind 

1.1 
1.4 
3.0 
3.5 
5.4 
q.l 
7.5 
8.'3 

10.2 
8:9 

11.1 
12.1 

Source: The data on fertilizer use and cultivated acreage are ftom 
~oks of Agricultural Statistics, 1975 artd 1977. 

aTo determine the trend rate of growth of fertilizer per acre used in 
Pakistan, Punjab and Sind during 1965-66 and 1976-77 (logY =a+ bt): 

Region Annual Rate(%) R2 

Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 

1. 7* 
1.5* 
2.1* 

* These rates are significant at the 99% level. 

0.87 
0.86 
0.88 

It should be noted that increased use of fertilizer in 
Sind seems to have statted following the introduction cf 
new seeds of wheat and rice in the late sixties.13 

.f~ri,29 Fe;i;til,izg: JH1Q in .Ifg: .,EgJ: Acre 

~unjab 21:nd 
Averaqe of 
196 5-66 to 1967-68 6 5 
Average cf 
1969-70 to 1971-72 13 17 
Average of 
1974-75 to 1976-77 20 26 
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We have made several references to new seeds of 
wheat and rice. ~he use of these seeds since the late 
sixties has been a major factor in improved yield levels. 
A similar development has not occurred in cotton and 
sugarcane. Some evidence on new seeds of wheat and rice 
is given in Table 2.14. First, we should no~e that a 
qreater proportion of wheat area is given to new seeds 
than is the case for rice. Second, for both wheat and 
rice, the coverage is larqer in Sind than in the Punjat, 
especially fer rice (70 percent versus 15 percent). The 
lower proporticn for new wheat in the Punjab results from 
the fact that a substantial part of its wheat acreaqe is 
in the rainfed regicns, where the new seeds have not been 
adop~ed for lack of water. In irriqated areas, however, 
new seeds probably cover over 85 percent of total wheat 
area. The significantly smaller proportion of rice area 
given to new seeds in the Punjab reflects the relative 
profitability of the aromatic (Ba.fil!!ati) long qrain rice, 
which has been traditionally a dominant variety in its 
rice-growing areas. In Sind, on the other hand, most 
local varieties have been repla9e~ by new seeds because 
of the latter's superior yield, response to water and 
fertilizer. The yield effects cf these seeds of wheat and 
rice have been significant in all areas in which they 
have been adopted, given assured ~upply of water and 

TABLE 2.14 
Use of High-Yielding Varieties of Wheat and Rice in Pakistan and 
Provinces 

Percentage Share of HYV Percentage Share of 
in Total Acreage of Wheat in Total Acreage of 

Year 

Pakistan Punjab Sind Pakistan Bunjab 

1968-69 38.4 42.2 35.2 19.8 9.0 
1969-70 43.0 47.0 45.7 30.9 11.8 
1970-71 52.3 53.4 65.2 36.6 13.4 
1971-72 56.7 58.0 67.6 50:0 28.2 
1972-73 ,, 56.5 57.8 68.3 43.7 18.4 
1973-74 56.9 58.7 66.9 44.2 17.8 
1974-75 63.3 65.1 8Q.9 39.3· 13.5 
1975-76 65.6 66.7 71.0 38.9 13.2 
1976-77 72.0 74.7 77 .3 38.7 14 •• 5 

Source: See Table 1.2. ---

HYV 
Rice 

Sind 

36.3 
57.0 
63.1 
75.6 
70.4 
71.6 
69.1 
71.4 
69.7 
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availability of fertilizer. It,i 9 safe to say that the 
higher rates of growth of yields of wheat and rice,'in 
Sind than in the Punjab can in large measure be explained 
by greater use of new seeds and fertilizer in the former 
prcvir.ce. That cotton and sugarcane yields have net 
improved (cotton in the Punjab and suga=cane in sind) i& 
partly a result of the genetic deficiency of their seeds 
to respond to water and fertilizer.14 

"SOURCES" OF AGRICULTURAL GROWTH 

Given the inadequacy of data, while it is almost 
impossible to relate changes in crop output to used 
inputs, we car. only identify contributions made to crop 
output by changes in crop area, yield and croppinq 
pattern. These factors reflect the combined effects cf 
specific inputs on crop output. Therefore, by 
disaggregating their effects we can get a perspective on 
the nature of change in output of specific crops. We now 
look at these factors in relation to their ccntributicn 
to chanqes in output of wheat, rice, cotton and sugarcane 
separately in the Puniab and Sind during the sixties and 
seve'nties. These "sources" of growth are estimated in the 
follcwinq fcrn:1s 

o. - 0
1b = (A - Aib) X y X C + 

J.t it ib ib 

(Ac=eaqe Effect) 

(Yit - yib) X Aib X cib + 

(Yield Effect) 

(Cit - cib > X Aib X \b + 

(Croppinq Pattern Effect) 

where: 

0 = output cf crop; 
A = crop area; 
y = output of crop per acre; 
C = percentage of a crop in total cropped 

area; 
i = specific crop (e.g. wheat, rice, etc.) 
b, t = base and terminal years. 
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EstimatEs of these effects for the four crops are 
qiven in Table 2.15. We observe three important features 
of changes in wheat output. Firs~, in all periods, the 
larqest contribution to output of this crop has been made 
by changes in yield per acre. However, this contribution 
was greater in the Puniab than in Sind. Second, the yield 
effect was mere pronounced in the seventies (72 percent 
in Sind and 97 percent in the Punjab) than in the 
sixties, indicatinq the effect of high-yielding varieties 
after the late sixties. Finally, we see that in the 
seventies there was a negative contribution by changes in 

TABLE 2.15 
Sources of Change in Crop Output in the Punjab and Sind 

Crop Period Province 

Wheat 1960-61 to 1969-70 Punjab 
Sind 

1970-71 to 1976-77 Punjab 
Sind 

1960-61 to 1976-77 Punjab 
- Sind 

Rice 1960-61 to 1969-70 P.unjab 
Sind 

1970-71 to 1976-77 Punjab 
Sind 

1960-61 to 1976-77 Punjab 
Sind 

Cotton 1960-61 to 1969-70 Punjab 
Sind 

1970-71 to 1976-77 Punjab 
Sind 

1960-61 to 1976-77 Punjab 
Sind 

Sugarcane 1960-61 to 1969-70 Punjab 
Sind 

1970-71 to 1976-77 Punjab 
Sind 

1960-61 to 1976-77 funjab 
Sind 

Percentage Contribution to 
output of 

Cropping 
Acreage Yield PatteLn 

35 48 16 
33 39 27 
15 97 -11 
40 72 -12 
30 59 9 
28 56 15 
34 44 22 
22 62 15 
51 18 31 
93 27 -20 
39 38 22 
24 62· 13 
25 14' 58 

- 2 108 - 6 
5 -86 -19 

121 -66 47 
35 - 9 74 
45 33 21 
37 35 27 
52 2 44 
51 19 29 

165 -65 0 
49 18 33 
74 -35 64 

Source: These estimations are based on data of acreage and output 
published in Agricultural Statistics of Pakistan, 1975 and 1977. 
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croppinq patterns, indicating a shift in area from wheat 
to other c=ops. This last effect should make the 
contribution by yields even ·mo:ce impressive from 
society's ~oir.t of view. In rice, the yield effect has 
been more pronounced in Sind than in the Punjab (60 
percent and 36 percent), thouqh it was more visible in 
~he sixties in both reqions. The contribution by crop 
area seems to have been quite signific'ant in the 
seven~ies, es~ecially in Sind. The negative sign for 
cropping effect may have resulted perhaps from a rapid 
ex~ansion cf area of sugarcane in the rice-growinq areas 
of northern Sind and western dis~ricts 0£ the Punjab. 

For cotton and suqarcane, we find that the 
contribution of yields has been far more limited than we 
have observed in wheat and rice. In cotton, there seems 
tc have been a siqr.ificant contribution by yields in Sind 
in the sixties, though it had reversed in the ieventies; 
acreaqe made the most significant contribution and yield 
effects declined in both the Punjab and Sind. In fact, 
output of cottor. in the Punjab declined by a large 
amount, which was evidently compensated in sind ty 
increased contribution by area. Turninq to sugarcane, 
expansion of area has been the major scurce of output in 
all areas; yields have made only a modest contribution in 
the Punjab (34 percent in the sixties and 19 percent in 
the seventies), and a neqative contribution in Sind. It 
is important to note that cropping patterns have been 
affected a g=eat deal by expansion of sugarcane in the 
Punjab artd Sind, especially in the seventies. Increased 
area has been used for this crop even at the expense of 
crops like wheat, rice and cotton, with little or no 
imprcvement in its yield per acre. 

While we have no reqional data for the qross value 
added by major crops, recent data for the country 
indicate clearly chanqes in the composition of crops, 
with effects on regional cropping patterns and income 
distribution. The grcss Vqlue added by maior cro~s 
increased by 17 percent during 1971-78. Figures on value 
added are given in Table 2-. 16 and shares of individual 
crops are shown in Chart 2.7. The value added by 
individual crops chanqed as follows: wheat and rice grew 
by 30 percent and 32 percent, improving sliqhtly their 
share in gross value added by all crops (from 34 percent 
to 37 percent for wheat and from 14 percent to 16 percent 
for rice). Changes in value added of sugarcane were far 
more interesting: value added of sugarcane increased by 
46 percent (increasing its share in the total from 12 
percent to 15 percent), but for cotton it decreased by 20 
percent (decreasing its share from 23 percent to 16 
percent). The result of these changes in the shares cf 
value added of individual crops can be seen in 
differential growth of incomes between regions, dependinq 
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TABLE 2.16 
Gross Value of Output of Major Crops in Pakistan, Selected Years 
(million Rupees) 

Year 

1969-70 
1970-71 
1971-72 
1972-73 
1973-74 
1974-75 
1975-76 
1976-77 
1977-78 

Gross Value at Constant Factor Cost (1959-60) of 

Major 
Crops Wheat 

8,285 2,778 
8,516 3,001 
8,862 3,078 
8,472 3,095 
8,998 3,524 
9,194 3,606 
9,672 3,606 

Rice 

1,180 
1,249 
1,315 
1,233 
1,404 
1,469 
1,558 

Cotton 

1,893 
1,878 
1,762 
1,698 
1,363 
1,154 
1,509 

Sugarcane 

1,0·04 
1,003 
1,203 
1,067 
1',276 
1,475 
1,470 

Source:. Government of Pakistan. Central Statistics Office. 
National Income.Accounts. Various Issues. 

upon changes in their croppinq patterns ar.d their 
aqrarian structures. Thus, gross incomes of those areas 
and farms which shifted their cropping patterns to 
suqarcane must have increased by more than the o~her 
areas and farms which cou~d not take this advantaqe for 
reasons of soils, cliwate and, more importantly, lack of 
finance or access to physical inputs. 

REGIONAL PATTEBNS OF GROWTH: NATUBE AND CONSEQUENCES 

There are several important aspects of reqional 
growth patterns observed in the Indus basin in the last 
twe~ty years. First, the rates at which ~rop area and 
output have changed differ widely between various reqions 
within each province. Second, crop comFositions ha~e 
changed differently between areas not only as a cesult of 
use of physical inputs but also in response to price 
policies followed by the government. Third, changes in 
crop output and yields have teen affected by a variety cf 
interacting factors, varying from soils' ar.d water 
conditions to size and ownership of farms.16 All of,these 
have implications for the structure of chanqe.and its 
effects on participation by various Iarm qroups in the 
precess of change itself. I now turn to these problems, 
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CHART2.7 

Changes in Gross Value Added by Major 
Crops in Pakistan, 1971 - 1918 ' 

Gross value added 
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Year 
Source : Table 2.16 
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with emphasis on interregional within each province in 
the Indus basin. 
. There are several wavs to estimate reqional 

differences in benefits from agricultural qrowth. One 
would be to examine changes in farm incomes in each 
reqion. As I pointed out earlier, we have no time-series 
data on regional incomes. At this stage the best we can 
do is to analyse chanqes in crop output and composition 
in various regions, and then relate these changes to 
aqrarian structures. The discussion here will be limited 
to an extensive analysis of probable relationships and 
their ccnseguences. An intensive ar.alysis of 
relationships between produc~ivity and agrarian 
structures is presented in Chapter 6. 

we can see in Table 2.17 that total output of major 
crops changed by 197 percent in Sind and 125 percent in 
the Punjab during 1959-77, though the change was much 
hiqher in each province in the sixties (Sipd: 101 percent 
and Punjab: 70 percent) than in eiqht years of the 
seventies (Sind: 15 percent and Punjab: 13 percent). This 
clearly reflects a slowdown in the seventies, to which 
references have been made earlier. wqat makes the 
increase in output in Sind more impressive is that crop 
area increased by only 17 percent, whereas it increased 
by 28 percent in th~ Punjab during the -same perioq. It is 
also important to ~ote that changes in area in the two 
irovinces, shown in Table 2.18, differed widely between 
the two decades: 16 percent (Sind) and 21 percent 
(Punjab) in the sixties, and 3 percent (Sind) and 5 
percent (Punjab) in the seventies. From these chanqes in 
output and area, it is obvious that in Sind output of 
major crcps increased uror~ because of productivity and 
crop composition effects. 

As was shown earlier, and is now reproduced in Table 
2.19, the rates of groVth of yields of wheat, rice and 
cotton were higher in Sind than· in the Punjab durinq 
1959-1977; so have the.yield,levels of these crops been 
higher in Sind in recent years. If we tu~n to some 
as~ects of agrarian structures given in Table 2.20 and in 
Chart 2.8, landownership was more concentrated and the 
·number of small owners more limited in s'ind than in the 
Punjab.17 Also, we otserve that tQe average area held ty 
each owner was about three times as large in Sind as in 
the Punjab: 17. 7 and 5. 3 acres. Further, a much smaller 
proportion of owners in Sind (43 percent) was cultivating 
their own lands than in the Punjat 165 percent). However, 
the distributicn of operational holdings (farms) does not 
follow the pattern of landownership, and average farm 
size was somewhat larger in the Punjab (13.1 acres) than 
in Sind (12.7 acres). The fact that in Sind average area 
per owner was larger than average area of an operational 
holding reflects a high degree cf sharecroppinq 
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TABLE 2.17 
Changes in Output of Major Crops in Pakistan and Provinces, Selected 
Years 

Rc.Gion/ Cropping 
District Pattern 

Pakistan 
Punjab 
1. Faisalabad Wheat, 

Sahiwal Cotton, 
Multan Sugarcane 

2. Sialkot Rice, 
Gujranwala Wheat, 
Lahore Sugarcane 

3. Mianwali Wheat, 
D.G. Khan Sugarcane 
Muzaffargarh 

4. Jhelum Wheat 
Campbellpur 
Rawalpindi 

Sind 
1. Jacobabad Rice, 

Larkana Wheat 
Sukkur 

2. Nawabshah Wheat, 
Sanghar Cotton, 
Hyderabad Sugarcane 

Source: See Table 1. 2. ---

Percentage Increase in Outputa 

1959-60 
to 

1968-69 

71 
70 

101 

1969-70 
to 

1976-77 

14 
13 

12 

31 

33 

24 

1959-60 
to 

1976-77 

129 
125 

15 197 

17 

28 

aThe percentage changes are between the average level of output for 
(1) 1959-60/1960-61 and 1967-68/1968-69, (2) 1969-70/1970-71 and 
1975-76/1976-77, (3) 1959-60/1960-61 and 1975-76/1976-77. 

(leasinq-out) and a hiqh proportion of uncultivated land 
area, whicr. are its dc1inant features. On the other hand, 
average farm size in the Punjab was much larger than area 
per owner, reflecting a high proportior. of small 
owner-operators who lease-in land from others, and the 
exister.ce of joint holdings. That there was less area per 
owner reported in the Punjab than in Sind mav have been 
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TABLE 2.18 
Changes in Area of Major Crops in Pakistan and Provinces, Selected 
Years 

Region/ 
District 

Pakistan 
Punjab 
1. Faisalabad 

Sahiwal 
Multan 

2. Sial~t 
Gujranwala 
Lahore 

3. Mianwali 
D.G. Khan 
Muzaffargarh 

4. Jhelum 
Campbell pull 
Rawalpindi 

Sind 
1. Jacobabad 

Larkana 
Sukkur 

2. Nawabshah 
Sanghar 
Hyderabad 

Cropping 
Pattern 

Wheat 
Cotton 
Sugarcane 
Rice 
Wheat 
Sugarcane 
Wheat 
Sugarcane 

Wheat 

Rice 
Wheat 

Wheat 
Cotton 
Sugarcane 

Source: See Table 1.2. 

1959-60 
to 

1968-69 

20 
21 

16 

Percentage Increase 
in Crop Areaa 

1969-70 
to 

1976-77 

4 
5 

5 

2 

12 

3 
3 

-0.3 

5 

1959-60 
to 

1976-77 

25 
28 

17 

~ercentage changes areoetween the average level of area for (1) 
1959-60/1960-61 and 1967-68/1968-69, (2)· 1969-70/1970-71 and 1975-76/ 
1976-77, (3) 1959-60/1960-61 and 1975-76/1976-77. 
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TABLE 2.19 
Changes in Crop Yields in Selected Districts of the Punjab and Sind 

Wheat Rice Cotton Sugarcane 

Region/ 
Trend Yield Trend Yield Trend Yield Trend Yield District 
Rate Levelb Rate Level Rate Level Rate Level 
of a (kg/ of (kg/ of (kg/ of (kg/ 
Yield acre) Yield acre) Yield acre) Yield acre) 

Punjab 2.8** 560 4.1* 585 3.4* 113 3.8* 14,554 
3.3* 1.4 -4.9** -1.4 
3.7* 3.5* 1.2*** 1.4** 

Faisalabad 3.4* 766 2.9* 673 102 -1.1** 16,797 
Sahiwal 4.3* 784 4.4* 722 123 14,985 
Multan 3.7* 747 7.3* 666 139 -1.6** 14,040 
Sialkot 4.8* 457 1.6** 506 -1.6** 56 2.7** 12,956 
Gujranwala 5.6* 589 2.3** 582 -1.2*** 68 1.5* 13,981 
Lahore 5.7* 581 2.5** 563 2.9* 74 2.7* 14,812 
Mianwali 6.5* 417 68 3.7** 14,547 
D.G. Khan 4.2* 499 7.9* 519 90 10,099 
Muzaffargarh 4.8* 591 6.9* 568 92 10,986 
Jhelum 2.7*** 212 
Campbellpur 3.4*** 199 
Rawalpindi 3.5*** 216 
Sind 3.2* 622 3.2* 689 4.4* 158 -2.3 13,572 

3.6* 5.4 -5.5 -3.8** 
5.7* 5.5* 3.5* -1.4* 

Jacobabad 6.2** 411 1.8** 702 7.6*** 132 -6.5** 9,573 
Larkana 3.9* 525 681 1.1** 141 -5.4** 10,547 
Sukkur 6.1* 594 3.7* 678 5.4** 148 -7.2** 12,093 
Nawabshah 3.2* 679 3.7* 632 134 -2.8** 13,633 
Sanghar 5.9* 651 4.5* 745 171 -2.5** 13,628 
Hyderabad 4.0* 645 3.5* 730 166 -4.3** 13,851 

Source: See Table 1.2. ---
aTrend Rates of Growth of Yield per Acre are for (a) Punjab and Sind: 
1959-60 to 1968-69, 1969-70 to 1976-77, 1959-60 to 1976-77, (b) all 
regions of Punjab: 1964-65 to 1976-77, (c) all regions of Sind: 
1968-69 to 1976-77. 

bYield levels are average yields for 1972-73 to 1976-77. 
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TABLE 2.20 
Distribution of Landownership and Operational Farms in Selected 
Districts of the Punjab and Sind 

Land Ownership (1976) 

Owner Holdings Owner Holdings 
Region/ of up to 12.5 of over 150.0 Percen-
District acres acres Average Land tage of 

Holding Concen- Owners 
per tration Self-

Percentage of Percentage of owner (Gini- Culti-
owners area owners area (acres) Ratio) vating 

Punjab 90 51 0.1 3.6 5.3 0.52 65 
Faisalabad 95 72 0.0005 0.3 3.3 0.42 74 
Sahiwal 95 70 0.01 0.3 5.1 0.30 58 
Multan 92 50 0.02 1.0 4.3 0.57 66 
Sialkot 97 75 0.005 1.0 2.3 0.43 79 
Gujranwala 89 46 0.04 1.0 5.5 0.56 16 
Lahore 94 70 0.04 2.0 3.7 d'.41 81 
Mianwali 73 27 0.4 7.0 10.6 0.57 53 
D.G. Khan 87 34 0.1 5.0 4.0 ·o. 10 31 
Muzaffargarh 86 48 0.1 5.0 8.5 0.49 69 
Jhelum 94 77 0.03 1.0 5.8 0.31 72 
Campbellpur 62 22 3.0 18.0 11. 7 0.54 42 
Rawalpindi 99 77 0.02 4.0 2.3 0.32 76 

Sind 64 21 1.0 12.0 17.7 0.58 43 
Jacobabad 44 10 3.0. 15.0 34.2 0.54 34 
Larkana 75 34 1.0 12.0 12.4 0.55 44 
Sukkur 82 47 o.4 6.0 12.2 0.44 53 
li!awabshah 76 27 0.1 1.0 16.9 0.62 39 
Sanghar 22 6 2.0 17.0 37.1 0.44 32 
Hyderabad 62 19 0.3 3.0 11.1 0.57 43 

because of qreater pressure o~ land of small 
owner-operators in the Punjab and higher concentration cf 
landownership in Sind. 

From the evidence so far presented en 
in~erprovincial differences in aqrarian structures and 
rates of growth cf crop output, there emerges the 
suqqestion that concentration of landownership (and 
sharecropping) may be positively related to qrowth 
performance in agriculture. Incidentally, we also have 
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TABLE 2,20 (cont'd) 

Region/ 
District 

Punjab 
Faisalabad 
Sahiwal 
Multan 
Sialkot 
Gujranwala 
Lahore 
Mianwali 
D.G. Khan 
Muzaffargarh 
Jhelum 
Campbellpur 
Rawalpindi 

Sind 
Jacobabad 
Larkana 
Sukkur 
Nawabshah 
Sanghar 
Hyderabad 

Operational Farms (1972) 

Operational 
Farms of 
up to 12.5 
acre 

Percentage of 
farms area 

65 29 
73 42 
66 30 
60 26 
71 37 
65 31 
71 38 
42 12 
63 24 
61 23 
69 33 
61 23 
88 56 
71 39 
76 55 
83 54 
69 51 
69 42 
62 34 
59 28 

Operational 
Farms of 
over 150 acres 

Percentage of 
farms area 

0.3 5,8 
0.1 1.0 
0.2 3.0 
0.2 6.0 
0.01 1.0 
0.01 3,0 
0.01 1.0 
1.0 11.0 
1.0 14.0 
0.01 8,0 
0.01 8.0 
0.01 8,0 
0.01 2.0 
0.4 7.9 
0.01 1.0 
0.01 7.0 
0.01 2.0 
0.1 2.0 
0.01 6.0 
1.0 13.0 

Source: See Tables 3.9, 3.10, 3.13, and 3.14. 

57 

Average 
Size 

of Farm 
(acres) 

13.1 
10.1 
12.1 
13.8 
·8.6 

13.3 
10.9 
23.9 
14.9 
15.7 
11.9 
14.6 

6,4 
12.7 
10.0 
:9.0 
9.7 

12,3 
14.0 
17.2 

evidence from cross-section farm studies carried out in 
the early seventies that productivity levels were related 
neqatively to farm size.is To test somewhat tentatively 
the relationship between the rate of growth of output and 
pattern of landownership and its management, I estimated 
the follcwing eguation ty the least squares me~hod: 
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CHART 2.8 
Distribution of Landownership, 1976 
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ln (V) = 2. 004 + o. 275*ln (s) 
(. 12 4) 

R2 = 0.22 
F statistic= 4.89 

* Coefficient significant at 
95 percent level 
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In this equation, the dependent variable, v, is the 
average annual rate of growth of output of major crops in 
various regions durinq 1972 and 1977. The ·independent 
variable, s, is the ratio of owned area cultivateu ty 
owners of large farms (150 acres or more). This variable 
depicts the effect of land concentration and 
sharecropping. The results of this equation show a 
positive and significant effect on agricultural growth cf 
the extent to which large farms are concentrated and 
cultivated by owners. While we cannot be certain if the 
better growth ~erformance of agriculture in Sind in the 
last two decades de~ended significantly on its highly 
concentrated ~attern of iandownership and sharecroppinq, 
we can all the same identify the direction in which farm 
incomes must have shifted. 

To highlight these tendencies in both provinces, 
where we observe significant interregional differer.ces in 
many respects, I have selected in each province a set cf 
what I think are relatively homogeneous agricultural 
regions. They exhicit somewhat sisilar cropping patterns, 
soil and climatic conditions. I have identified four such 
regions in the Punjab and two in Sind. In the Punjab, the 
following regions merit analysis: 

1. Central Region: This region includes districts cf 
Sahiwal, Faisalabad and Multan. Wheat, cotton and 
sugarcane are its leading crops. 

2. Eastern Region: Districts of Sialkot, Gujranwala and 
Lahore are included in this region. It is mainly 
rice-growing, with wheat and sugarcane cominq next. 

3. Western Region: In this are dis~ricts of Mianwali, 
D.G. Khar. and Muzaffargarh. Wheat, sugarcane and 
gram are the leading crop~. 

4. Northern Region: It includes districts cf 
Rawalpindi, Camptellpur and Jhelum. Wheat is the 
most important crop, followed by maize. 
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Of these regions, the last is almost exclusively 
ra·in fed. Others are irrigated, with only some parts in 
the western Region depending on rain. A mountainous 
terrain and shortage cf water in the Northern Region do 
not allow farmers to grew more than one er two crops in a 
year, and their yield levels are.perhaps the lowest in 
the Indus basin. The Central Region, which grows mainly 
wheat, has probably the highest levels of yields of 
almost all leading crops in the province. Irrigation in 
this region is from canals and tubewells. The Eastern 
Region, which is dominated by rice, exhibits the next 
hiqhest levels of output per acre. These districts have 
probably the oldest system of canal irrigation, though 
tutewells have become an important source of supplemental 
water. The western Region consists of districts which 
apfarently have the lowest crop yields among ·irrigated 
districts of the Punjab. 

In the regional data, shown in Tables. 2.,17 to 2.20, 
we observe that changes in crop output in the seventies 
were smallest in the Central Region (12 percent) and 
highest in the Western Region (33 percent); followed ty 
Eastern (31 percent) and Northern (24 percent) Regions. 
However, it should also be noted ,that the largest 
increase in crop area was in the western Region (12 
percent), followed by the Central Region (5 percent). The 
rice-growing areas of the Eastern Region had the smallest 
increase in are~. Despite the low growth rates of total 
output in the Central Region, yield levels in this region 
were still the highest in 1977. The trend rates of "yields 
were high and significant for wheat and rice, though no 
trend existed for cotton and a negative trend was 
apparent fer s~garcane. Districts in the Central Region 
were also the areas in which small farms (less than 12.5 
acres) were most numerous, with a low value of 
concentration ratio of landownership. Multan was th~ 
exception. The rice-growing dis~ricts of the Eastern 
Region experienced a much higher rate of growth of output 
during the seventies. The trend rates of cro~ yields, 
especially of wheat and sugarcane, were also guite 
impressive. Rice yields increased at a visibly lower 
rate. Like the districts of the Central Region, these 
districts had small average farm size, were dominated by 
small farms and had low concentration of landownership. 
Almost 80 percent of owned area was cultivated by owners. 

The Western Region, which experienced the highest 
rate of increase in crop output, exhibited high trend 
rates of growth in yields of wheat, rice and, in at least 
one district, sugarcane. Cotton yield showed no trend. 
However, in 1977, yield levels in this region were still 
lower than in the other two regions. Landownership was 
more concentrated, average farm size greater and a lower 
proportion of owners cultivated their lands. The Northern 
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Reqion consists of the rainfed districts and, despite 
their high rates of growth of output in the seventies, 
their yield levels were still the lowe~st •. Also, th~, trend 
rates of yields were statistically insignificant, With 
the exception of Campbellpur, ~verage far~ size was ~uite 
small ,and land concentration was low. A-. hiqh proporticn 
of owners cultivated their own hcldings. 

Turninq to Sind, we will focus our qttention on tio 
regions: 

1. Northern Region: It has districts of Jacobabad, 
tarkana and sukkur. Rice and whea~ are its majcr 
crops, with qram cominq next. 

2. southern Region: It includes districts of. Nawabshah, 
sanqhar and Hyderabad. Wheat, cotton and suqarcane 
dominate, though there is some rice in Hyderaqad. 

The Northern Region is on the right bank of the Indus, 
and it is irrigated mainly by· pe~ennial (and so.me 
nonperennial) canals. Water supply in winter is very 
limited ~nd uneven. Yield levels in this reqion Jre lower 
than in the southern Region. The southern ~~qio~ is en 
the left hank of the Indus, and is irrigated by, perennial 
canals. Yield levels in this regicn are among the highest 
in the province. 

From figures in Tables 2.17 to 2.20, we see that 
crop output in the seventies increased at a higher rate 
in the southern Region (28 perc,ent) ,than jn t,he North.ern 
Reqion (17 percent), though crop area e,.xpan<le9 by 5 
percent in the north and drop_p~d .fractior.al·ly ,in the 
scuth (0.3 percentj. Also, yi~l~ leyels were hiqhef in 
the southern Region in 1977. How~yer, it should be 
stressed that yield levels of .sugs1,rcan~ in afl _qistrJ,~t~ 
have fallen and no trend exis;ted in qotton yiel.dq. The 
Southern Regicn· had a larger average farm size, higher 
land concentration and lower proportion cf 
self-cultivatinq owners. 

A word on the sources of qrowth cf crop output f~r 
tne four leading crops by regions within each ~rovince 
seems in order. Except for Northern Region in the Punjab, 
the yield effect is mcst visible in wheat tn the Central 
Reqion. In the Eastern Region, both area and yield 
effects are observed. For rice~ yie~d and area ,ffects 
are equally visible, though in sahiwal yields have 
contributed more significantly to changes in output. In 
cotton, except for Faisalabad in the Central Reqion, area 
and croppinq pattern effects domi~ate; in Sahiwal and 
tahoze districts, negative yield effec~s are obse~ved. In 
sugarcane, the yield effect is ,most pronounced in the 
Eastern Region; in the Central Region, area and cropping 
patterns are more impor~ant. In the Wes~ern Reqion, only 
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the area effect is dominant. 
In Sind, except for Nawabshah, the yield effect is 

dominant in wheat in all areas. In rice again with the 
exception of Nawabshah. the yield e fec1: is quite 
pronounced. For cotton, the yield effec is st=cnq only 
in the Southern Region. All areas show negative yield 
effects in the case of sugarcane, though area and 
croppinq patterns were stronq contributors to output. 
This reflected a clear shift of land from other crops, 
particularly cotton in the southern Region and rice in 
the Northern Region. 

We can now make certain generalizations -about 
distributive effects of the differential growth rates and 
aqrarian structu=es in various regions. In each of the 
irriqated regions of the Punjab, districts with small 
farms, a low concentration of landownership (with the 
exception of Gujranwala) and a hiqh proportion of 
owner-operated holdings, have the highest yield levels. 
second, the yield levels of wheat and rice in the main 
growing areas have increased more sowly than in other 
areas. This is particularly true of wheat in the Central 
Region -and rice in the Eastern Region. This can be 
explained· by the fact that new seeds of wheat and rice 
were evidently adopted earlier in these areas. The hiqher 
rates ~f growth of yieldi in the Western Region a~e then 
perhaps due to late adoption of new seeds. Third, in 
regions where output qrew at lower rates than in others, 
and the'y we=e domina·ted by small owner-opera tors, 1:be 
relative position of these !armers vis-a-vis farmers in 
the fast-growinq regions must have deteriorated. However, 
in the Central Region, land ~roductivity is apparently 
still the highest. imong the fast-growing Eastern and 
western Regions, wi't.h• differences in their aqrarian 
structures, changes in farm incomes must have been more 
diffused in the Eastern Region (dominated by small farms) 
than in the western Region (dominated by larqe farms). 
For Sind, ~he evidently h1qher g=owth rates in the 
Southern Region, combined with qreatet concentration cf 
landownership and larq~I farm size, relative incomes must 
have beccme more concentrated and interregional disparity 
increased. In conclusion, these qeneralizations imply a 
trend towara increased interregional disparities in farm 
incomes in the Indus basin. They a!so suqgest that tbe 
relative pcsition o~ small owner-operated farms may have 
deteriorated within each reqion. In Chapter 6, I shall 
return to these issues in an intensive analysis of the 
relationships between agrarian structures and 
agricultural ~roductivity. In the nex~ chapter, I turn to 
the aqrarian structures in the Indus basin, their na~ure 
and chanqes i~ the last thirty years. 
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NC'IES 

1. For aggregated data, see Pakistan, Agricultural 
Census Organisation, Pakistan Census of Agriculture 1960 
and .1172. For farm-level data, see: Khan, ]£2.!!Q~ics. of 
th..5 Green ]~clu~i..QJ}, Chapter 4. 

2. See, for example, !'!fil2Qf:1 of the In,dus Basin 
Research AS.§-5.§.§.!llent GrouE, pp.48-52, and Pakistan, 
Ministry of Focd and Agriculture, Agricultural S:t,gtistj,£s 
Qi Pakista~ J971 (Islamabad, 1978), pp.34-36. 

3. See: World Bank, Small Farmers and 1h~ Jsnd]&~§ 
in south AsiE.t. Staff Working Paper no. 320, (Washi,nqton, 
D.C., Fel:ruary 1979), p.38. 

4. See note 1. 

6. See, for example, Khan, Economi.£2 21 the Gr~ 
Revolution, Chapter 6. 

7. The reported rates of growth of GDP and GAP were 
s.; and 4.2 percent in 1978-79 and 6.2 and 6.0 percent in 
1979-80: Pakistan Economi-c surveys of 1978-79 and 
J:179-80. These rates are much higher than these reported 
for the early and mid-seventies, reflecting significant 
improvement. It should, however, be noted that the·higher 
rates of growth of GDP and GAP in the last two vears were 
contributed mainly bv good harvests of wheat and cot~on: 
See note 5 in Chapter 1. 

B. This index is suggested by K. Griffin, "Growth 
and Impoverishment in the Rural Areas of Asia," Worl_g 
]eveloEment, 1979, 4/5:361-83, 

9. See: .!9:ricuHura.l Sts.tistics Q.I Paki 2 ~an .1177, 
Ta.l:le 6, p.39. 

10. Agricultural Statistics of Pakistan 1977. 

11. 
every 
others, 
filOUEo 

These 
document 
.Rexiort 

problems have been recognized in almost 
on Pakistan agriculture. See, among 

2! th~ Indus Basin Res~rch Assessment 

12. Evidence of this is given in JgriQYltural 
Statistics of Pakistan 1977. Similar evidence was 
provided in 1977 by the Exxon Pakistan Chemicals from a 
sample survey of farms in the Indus basin. 
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13. See: Agric_y1,tural Statistics .2! Pakista.n H7.,2 
fill.Q 1977. 

14. Maize is another crop, of which high-yielding 
seeds in some areas of the Punjab and N.W.F.P. have 
significantly increased yield per acre. 

15. A somewhat similar method has been used by C.H. 
Gotsch, "Regional Agricultural Growth: The Case of West 
Pakistan," ]si1m Survfil, 1968, 3: 197. 

16. Farm-level 
la~er in the book, 
sources. 

studies, to which we will return 
have attempted to identify these 

17. ~he extent of concentration of landownership can 
te measured in different ways, some of which we will 
discuss in the next chapter. Here I use values of the 
Gini Coefficient to indicate land concentration. 

18. See: Khan, Economics of the ~reen Revolution, 
and R.A. Berry and W.R. Cline, Agrarian Stru£ture and 
Eroductivi.i:{ in teveloEi.!!.9 Count ties (Baltimore, 
Maryland: Jchn Hopkins Press, 1979), Chapters 3 and 4. 
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Landownership: 
Structure and Change 

There is now substantial evidence in Pakistan that 
the structure of landholdings, their ownership and access 
to their use, has been a maior source of income 
disparities in agriculture.1 on the other hand, there is 
evident lack of clarity on changes in patterns cf 
landholdings in the last two to three decades. Highly 
generalised, though oft-repeated, statements on land 
concentration and on tenurial arrangements have been 
accepted by many as a basis for persistent demands fer 
land reforms. Similar statements have· been used by 
successive governments for repeated promises to introduce 
reforms, and two regimes enacted laws to bring about 
changes in the land tenure s~stem. The fact is that a 
systematic and s~ecific study ~f agrarian structures of 
Pakistan has not appeared in print. Those with interest 
in the subject have rightly complained that reliable data 
on landownership have been noticeably atsent.2 They have, 
therefore, relied on fragmentary evidence or used the 
data on operational holdings from :the agricultural 
censuses of 1960'and 1372. 

The landownership data in Pakistan exist in the 
provincial revenue records. That they have not been made 
public at any time reflects partly the persistent problem 
cf confidentiality maintained on information by the civil 
service. Even when the socialist rhetoric was part of 
putlic policy in the early seventies, we saw no change in 
this tradition. While inaccessibility to relevant data on 
landownership may be one explanation of why the subject 
of land tenure has remained largely unexplored, I suspe'ct 
intellectual orthodoxy, buttressed by dominant political 
ideology, has been a major barrier. I do not find a more 
valid reason for the evident neglect of this issue ty 
social scientists in general and ty economists in 
particular, especially those in Pakistan who could have 
overcome the problem of access to data on laijdownership. 

There are several aspects of the structure of 
landholdinqs in Pakistan. I shall not here discuss the 
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entire range of questions rela~ed to the land tenure 
system, which defines the ownership of land and its use 
by varicus interests. Nor will I discuss in this chapter 
the land reforms enac~ed by qovernments in the sixties 
and seventies. To these I shall turn in Chapte=s ij and 5. 
Here I shall analyse and in~erpret changes in the 
diEtribution of landholdings ~,Ilg£ and operaied durinq 
tr.e last three decades. In this I shall emphasize chanqes 
in structure of holdings by size (large and small) and by 
tenure (self-cultivated and sharecropped or rented) in 
various reqions of the Indus basin. 

ClASSIFICATION OF LANtliOLDINGS 

Production units in aqriculture can be classified in 
several ways, using one or more criteria like size of 
landholdings, gross or net produce, value added, e~c. One 
of the important reasons that landholdings are often 
classified into various size q·roups is that data on area 
of holdings, have been the basis of defining riqhts of 
ownership and cultivation of land in almost all 
countries. In many ccuntries, control over land and much 
el"se fo·11ows the amount cne owns of land. In fact, access 
to· other factcra of production. is highly correlated with 
ownership cf and access to landholdings. Further, in 
relatively homogeneous aqricultural regions within a 
country, inccme distribution among rural households can 
te better explained ly size of holdings than by other 
£actors. It ~s because of the overwhelming importance of 
land size that intervention in any scheme of structural 
re~orm in agriculture is~ often sought to regu:ate the 
size pattern of landholdinqs. Of course, by selecting 
~rea as the ~rincipal classifying criterion cf 
landownership and operation, comparability between farms 
iw not automatically ebsured. Quality of land, tenurial 
relations and intensity of land use may differ 
significantly by different size qroups. 

I have classified the landholdinqs by size into five 
classes: 

( 1) 5.0 acres or less ~arqinal Holdings 
(2) over 5.0 to ·12.5 Small Holdings 
(3)' over 12. 5 to 25. ,0 ,Medium Holdings 
(4) over 25.0 ,to 50. 0 Large Holdin,qs 
(5) over. 50.0 acres Ver;_y Larqe· Holdings 

I shall use this classification for tcth ownership a~d 
operational holdings. Tenurial -arrangements on land in 
the Indus ~asin fall into three broad cateqo=ies, 
de~ending on the use of tenan~s on operational holdings: 
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(1) Owner-operated Hcldinqs 
(2) Owner-cum-Tenant-operated Holdings 
(3) Tenant-operated Holdings 
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While the owner-operated and tenant-operated farms are 
clearly definable, the owner-cum-tenant farms refer to 
those holdings of which a part is cultivated by owner and 
a part is given to tenants. This last form of tenurial 
arrangement is found mostly in irrigated areas of the 
Punjab and among marginal and small farms. 

PA!TERNS OF LANDOWNERSHIP 

Perhaps the earliest, thouqh incomplete, evidence on 
distribution of landownership in the Indus basin was 
presented by the West Pakistan Land Reforms Commission in 
1959.3 We de not knew the basis on which these fiqures 
were collected or compiled, though we are told they 
related to the mid-fifties for the Punjab and to 1946-47 
for Sind. These data are qiven in Table 3.1, and the 
distribution of shares by holding size is depicted in 
Chart 3.1. Despite the problems with classification cf 
holdings by size, and ~he fact that data for the Pun;ab 
and Sind do not relate to the same period, we find some 
interesting features of landownership which irobably 
existed in Pakistan in its formative stage. As we ~ill 
see later, these features fall into a pattern which has 
sharply differentiated the land systems of the Punjab and 
sind provinces. 

The Gini Coefficient values, computed from data in 
Table 3.1, show that the highest conce~tration existed in 
Sind (0.66), followed by Pakistan (0.64) and finally the 
Pun;ab (0.62). The higher top concentration in Sind is 
also reflected in the fact that 8 percent o! all owners 
were very large farmers (with holdings of 100 acres and 
above) who owned almost 55 percent of the area. In the 
Punjab, they represented less than one perc~nt of all 
owners and had less than 24 percent of to~al area. 
Marqinal owners were far more numerous in the Punjab (66 
percent) than in Sind (30 percent), though they owned 16 
percent of the area in the former and less than 4 percent 
in the latter province. As a measure of pressure of 
population on land, average area per owner was almost 
four times as large in Sind (31 acres) as in the Puniab 
(8 acres). Finally, and it perhaps illustrates the extent 
to which landownership in the Indus basin was 
concentrated in the fifties, the really large landlords 
(owning 500 acres and more) constituted less than one 
percent of all owners and owned 29 percent of all area in 
Sind, but in the Punjab this class of cwne=s were only 
o. 1 percent and owned about 10 percent cf the area.• 
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TABLE 3,1 
Distribution of Landownership iq Pakistan and Provinces, 1950~55 

Pakistan a Punjab a Siuda 

Far~ 
'Size 
(acres} 

All Sizes 

5 or less 

5 - 25 

25 - 100 

100 - 500 

500 & above 

Number 
of 
Owners 

5,068,376 
(100.0) 

3,266,137 
(64.4) 

1,452,421 
(28.7) 
286,470 

(5.7) 
57,287 
(1.1) 
6,061 

(0.1) 

Area Owned 
(acres) 

48,642,530 
(lQO,O) 

7,425,614 
(15.3) 

1,?,438;t38 
(31. 7) 

10,616,308 
(21.8) 

7,671,537 
(15.8) 

7,490,933 
(15.4) 

Number 
of 
Owners 

3,555,457 
(100.0) 

2,358,119 
(66.3) 

1,029,108 
(28.9) 
146,893 

(4,1) 
19,401 
(0.6) 
1,936 

(0.1) 

Area Owned 
(acres) 

'28,309,.744 
(100,0} 

4,438,517 
().5 .}) 

11,041,708 
(39.0) 

6,198,128 
(21. 9) 

3,842,986 
(13,6) 

2,788,405 
(9.9) 

Number 
of 
Owners 

337,665 
(100,9) 
100,601 

(29 .8) 
155,163 

(46.0) 
54,792 
(16. 2) 
24,064 

(7.1) 
3,045 
(0. 9) 

Source: Government of Pakista~. Report of th9 Land Reforms Commission for West Pakistan, 1959. 
Appendix V, 

Area Owned 
(acres) 

10,285,021 
(100.0) 
365,817 

(3.6) 
1,937,073 

(18.8) 
2,390,358 

(23.2) 
2,600,123 

(25.3) 
2,991,650 

(29 .1) 

aThe data for the Punjab are for 1954-55, 
the aggregate figures for all provinces, 
includes the former state of Khairpur, 

The~~a for Sind are for 1946-47, The data for Pakistan are 
The ~ab includes the former state of Bahawalpur and Sind 

"' CX> 
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CHART 3.1 

Distribution of Landownership, 1950s 

(%)Owners ( % ) Area owned 
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Source:· Table 3.1 
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The decade of the fifties witnessed a larqe scale 
resettlement on land of Muslim refugees from India. With 
this alsc continued the increasing pressure of populaticn 
on land, with consequent division of holdings and 
structural changes in their distribution by size, Then in 
1959 came the land reforms of the Ayub reqime,s Tio 
additional ~rocesses followed in the sixties, which must 
have qreatly facilitated rapid change in patterns cf 
landownership. For one thinq, enactment of the Land 
Reform Act of 1959 had encouraged large scale transfer cf 
land within and between families ~artly to circumvent the 
Act and partly to meet one of its conditions, The second 
process, which started perhaps in the mid-sixties in the 
irrigated areas cf the Puniab, brought about a visibly 
active land market into existence.& This was largely a 
result cf the bimodal approach to agricultural growth 
followed ty the Ayub reqime, of which the Green 
Bevoluticn became the most evident example in the late 
sixties.7 

While the implementation of land reforms reportedly 
proceeded, no data were made public en distribution cf 
landownership in Pakistan, The data released by the west 
Pakistan Land commission related only to those aspects of 
chanqes in land distribution which were affected by the 
Act of 1959,B Even the first agricultural census in 19€0 
collected no information on landownership; it gathered 
ir.formatict only on operational holdinqs. Likewise, the 
po~ulation census of 1961 did not gather da~a en 
landownership. Even with chanqes in the distribution of 
landcwneiship~brought about by resettlement of refuqees, 
increasinq pressure of population, and land transfers 
within and outside the ma~&et--the data on landownership 
remained in government records protected from puoli~ 
scrutiny. Ap~arently, landownership data were tabulated 
for the first time under the Bhutto regime, which 
establisned a federal Land Commission and provincial Land 
Commissions as part of the Latd Reform Act of 1972, Data 
exist for two important years, 1971 and 1976, the former 
one year; befo;e and the latter ,fou= years afte= the 1972 
land reform. ~hey are disaqgreqa~ed by farm size and by 
district. We also have information on the ex~ent of 
cultivation of labd lJy ownets. 9 

Before analysing changes in the structure of 
landholdinqs in various regions of the Indus basin, let 
us look first at recent (1976) evidence on distribution 
of landownership in Pakistan and its ~rovinces. These 
data are given in Table 3.2, and land distribution by 
farm size is shown in Chart 3.2. It should be pointed out 
tha~ 79 percent of owners and 85 percent of owned area in 
Pakistan (excluding Baluchistan) were in the Puniab and 
Sind. Lowest land concentration was observed in the 
N.W.F,P. Values of Gini Coefficient were: 0.48 for 
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TABLE 3.2 
Distribution of Landownership in Pakistan and Provinces, 1976a 

Farm 
Size 
(acres) 

Marginal 
(To 6.25) 

Small 
(>6.25-
12.5) 

Medium 
(>12.5-
25.0) 

Large 
(>25.0-
50.0) 

Very Large 
(Over 50.0) 

All Sizes 

Pun
jab 

Number of Owners 
(in thousand) 

N.W.b Pakis
Sind F.P. tanc 

5,147d 267 1,861 7,276 
(99.0) (40.4) (85.9) (70.8) 
1,459 158 186 1,803 
(19.6) (23.9) (8.6) (17.5) 

583 117 81 781 
(7 .8) (17. 6) (3.8) (7.6) 

172 67 24 263 
(2.3) (10.1) (1.1) (2.6) 

88 5i 14 153 
(1.2) (8.0) (0.6) (1.5) 

7,449 662 2,166 10,277 
(100) (100) (100) (100) 

Area Owned 
(in thousand acres) 

Pun
jab 

10,218 
(26.0) 
9,524 

(24.3) 

7,304 
(18. 6) 

4,953 

N'. W. Pakis
Sind F.P. tan 

956 3,788 14,962 
(8.2) (40,8) (24.9) 
1,459 1,826 12,809 

(12.4)(19.7) (21.3) 

2,1411,23110,908 
(18.3)(13.3) (18.1) 

2,252 758 7,962 
(12. 7) (19.2) (8.1) (13.2) 

7,122 4,920 1,675 13,717 
(18.2) (42.0) (18.1) (22.8) 
39,121 11,728 9,278 60,127 

(100) (100) (100) (100) 

Source: Government of Punjab. Punjab Land Commission. Personal 
Communication. September 1978. 

aAll figures are for Rabi 1976. 

bN.W.F.P. is the North-Western Frontier Province. 

cFigures for Pakistan exclude Baluchistan. 
d Figures in parantheses are the percentages. 

N.W.F.P., 0.52 for Punjab, and o.sa for Sind. The 
least-skewed distribution of landholdings in the N.W.F.P. 
is supported ty the fact that about 86 percent of owners 
had marginal holdings and 41 percent of all area. A 
somewhat similar concentration of marqinal holdinqs can 
te observed in the Punjab: 63 percent of owners and 26 
percent of area belonged to this size of holdinqs. In 
Sind, on the other hand, top concentration was clearly 
evident: 8 percent of all owners and 42 percent of owned 
area belonged to large holdings. In the Punjab and 
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CHART 3.2 
Distribution of Landownership, 1976 

( % ) ONners ( % ) Area owned 
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Source: Table 3.2 

•----- ------ .. 
--------• 

•····················• 
[

>6.25 -
12.5 

[

>12.5 -
25.0 

[

>25.0 -
50.0 

[

>50.0-
100.0 

[

>100.0-
·. 150.0 

[

>150 
acres 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



73 

N.W.F.P., they constituted only one percent of owners in 
the former and 0.6 percent in the latter and cwned 18 
percent of area in both provinces. In Sind, with top 
concentration of landcwnership, the averaqe size cf owner 
holdinq was also the highest, 18 acresi it was 5 acres in 
the Punjat and 4 acres in the N.W.F.P. 

Tu=ning now to changes in the structure of 
landownership in the Indus basin, we should first compare 
distribution cf owner holdinqs in the Punjab and Sind 
between 1971 and 1976, the two years for which a complete 
set of land records are available. These data are given 
in Tables 3. 3 (Punjab) and 3. 4 (Sind). F:i;om these 
fiqures, I have estimated changes in shares of various 
size holdings for owners and area in Table 3.5, and their 
distributions are given in Charts 3.3 (Punjab) and 3.4 
(Sind). In !able 3.6, I have calculated percentage change 
in absolute number of owners and their area in various 
size holdings during 1971 to. 1976. Several interesting 
features emerge from these data:10 

1. Number cf owners and owned area increased in both 
provinces between 1971 and 1976, though the 
increases in the Punjab were much higher than in 
Sind: 19 percent and 11 percent .for owners and 8 
percent and 3 percent for owned area. That in both 
provinces the number of owners increased by more 
than owned area is reflected in chanqes in the 
structure of landholdings by various sizes and in 
reduced average size of owner area~ 

2. Marginal owners and their area were far more 
dominant in the Punjab than in Sind, though their 
shares increased in both provinces in the seventies. 
However, the percentage increase in these share.s was 
alsc higher in the Punjab. It should be point~q out 
that area of marqinal holdings increased by almost 
50 percent in Sind and 37 percent in the Punjab, 
while owners of these holdings .increased by 23 
percent in the former and by 36 percent in the 
latter province. 

3. Small owners decreased somewhat in the Punjab (10 
percent) but increased in Sind (15 percent)r thouqh 
owned area increased in the former province by 5 
percent and by 21 percent in the latter. These 
changes brought the share of small owners and their 
area down in the Punjab, but increased in Sind. 
Despite these changes, share of small owners in 
total area was only 13 percent in Sind and 24 
percent in the Punjab in 1976. 
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TABLE 3.3 
Distribution of Landownership in the Punjab, 1971 and 1976 

Number of Owners (000) Area Owned (000 acres) 

Farm 
Size Year Persons Persons Persons Total Area Area 
(acres) Owning Self- Using Area Self- Culti-

Land Culti- Tenants Culti- vated by 
vating vated Tenants 

Up to 1971: 3,786 2,552 1,234 7,488 4,879 2,609 
5.0 1976 5,148 3,913 1,235 10,218 7,449 2,769 

>5.0- 1971 1,610 1,094 517 9,101 5,794 3,307 
12.5 1976 1,459 1,041 418 9,524 6,536 2,988 

>12.5- 1971 619 423 196 7,525 4,597 2,928 
25.0 1976 583 361 222 7,304 4,752 2,552 

>25.0- 1971 173 101 72 4,691 2,481 2,210 
50.0 1976 172 108 64 4,953 3,058 1,895 

>50.0- 1971 48 21 24 3,153 1,451 1,702 
100.Q. 1976 55 27 28 3,552 1,893 1,659 

>100.0- 1971 19 7 12 2,181 735 1,446 
150.0 1976 23 9 14 2,174 1,001 · 1,173 

>150.0 1971 10 4 7 2,221 823" 1,398 
1976 10 4 6 1,392 551 840 

All 1971 6,267 4,202 2,065 36,360 20,759 15,601 
Sizes 1976 7,451 5,463 1,988 39,117 25,240 13,877 

Source: See Table 3.2. ---
aThe 1971 figures are :for Kharif 1971 and are related to the 
different farm sizes give~ in this table. 

bThe 1976 figures are for Rabi 1976 and the first two farm sizes are 
(i) up to 6.25 acre, and- (11) over p.25 acres to 12.5 acre. 

4. Numter cf ow~ers of medium holdings declined by 6 
perce·n t in the 1Pun iab and remained unchanged in 
Sind; their area declined somewhat in both 
provinces. The important ·point to note is that 
owners of these holdings had twice as high·a share 
in Sind as in the Punjab. However, in total area, 
their share was almost the same fn the tio 
provinces. 
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TABLE 3.4 
Distribution of Landownership in Sind, 1971 and 1976 

Number of Owners (000) Area Owned (000 acres) 

Farm 
Size 
in 
acres 

Up to 
6.25 

>6.25-
12.5 

>12.5-
25.0 

>25.0-
50.0 

>50.0-
100.0 

>100.0-
150.0 

>150.0 

All 
Sizes 

Year 

1971 
1976a 
1971 
1976 
1971 
1976 
1971 
1976 
1971 
1976 
1971 
1976 
1971 
1976 
1971 
1976 

Persons 
Owning 
Land 

218 
267 
138 
159 
117 
117 

69 
67 
36 
38 

8.4 
8.3 
6.8 
6.2 

594 
663 

Persons 
Self
Culti
vating 

200 
233 
122 
134 

90 
80 
36 
31 

6 
5 
0.5 
0.6 
0.4 
0.3 

453 
484 

Persons Total 
Getting Area 
Culti-
vated by 
Tenants 

18 
35 
16 
25 
27 
37 
33 
36 
30 
33 

7.9 
7.8 
6.4 
5.9 

141 
180 

642 
956 

1,206 
1,456 
2,215 
2,101 
2,321 
2,252 
2,299 
2-, 466 
1,097 
1,101 
1,665 
1,352 

11,445 
11,684 

Area Area 
Self- ,Culti
Culti- vated 
vated by 

596 
t!45 

1,069 
1,233 
1,690 
1,422 
1,184 

993 
376 
350 

61 
71 

106 
77 

5,082 
4,991 

Tenants 

46 
l:J,l 
:J-37 
223' 
525 
679 

1,137 
1,259 
1,923 
2,117 
1,()36 
1,029 
1,560 
1,275 
6,363 
6,694 

~: Government of Sind. Sind Land Commission. Personal 
Communication. September 1978. 

aThe 1976 figures are for Rabi 1976, and the first two sizes are (i) 
up to 6.25 acre and (ii) over 6.25 acre to 12.5 acre. 

5. Large holdings were far more dominant in Sind, at 
least in terms of share in number of owners: 12 
percent as compared with~ percent in ~he Punjab. so 
was their share in total aDEa higher in Sind: 20 
percent and 13 percent. Number of larqe owners and 
their area declined by 3 percent in Sind, but in the 
Punjab the decline in number of owners was much 
smaller (0.6 percent) and the area owned increased 
by 6 percent. 
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TABLE 3,5 
Distribution of Landholdings in the Punjab and Sind, 1971 and 1976 

Punjab Sind 
Owner 
Holding 
Size Year % of % of % of % of 
(acres) owners area owners area 

owned owned 

Marginal 1971 60 ... 4 20.6 36.7 5.6 
(up to 6.25) 1976 69.1 26.1 40.3 8.2 

Small 1971 25.7 25.0 23.2 10.5 
(>6.25-12.5) 1976 19.6 24.3 23.9 12.5 

Medium 1971 9.9 20.7 19.7 19.4 
(>12.5-25.0) 1976 7.8 18.7 17.6 18.0 

Large 1971 2.8 12.9 11.6 20.3 
(>25.0-50.0) 1976 2.3 12.7 10.1 19.3 

Very Large 1971 1.2 20.8 8.6 44.0 
(>50.0) 1976 1.2 18.2 8.0 42.0 

Source: See Tables :3. 2 and 3.4. ---

., 
6. For very large holdings, structural differences 

between the Punjab and Sind have been even more 
striking. In 1971, 9 percent of owners and 44 
perce~t of are.a iij Sind were in this qroup of 
holdings, but cnly one percent of owners and 21 
percent of area in the Punjab belonqed to this 
qroup. An almost equally important point is that 
ownets of very larqe holdings increased in both 
provinces during· the seventies, though the increase 
was 14 percent in the Punjab and 4 percen·:t in Sina. 
However, area owned by these holdinqs declined in 
both provinces, by 6 percent in the Punjab and 3 
perc;ent in Sind • 

. t 
7. As shown i:n T"able' 3.7~ chanqes have al·so occurred in 

~veraqe area per owner in each size of landholdinqs. 
In 1976, 'averaqe owner area was over three times as 
larqe in Sind a~ in ~he Puniab, despite the apparent 

-decline in average area in both provi,nces during 
·1971 to 1976. In 197'1, area per owner was on average 
smaller in the Puniab for each size of holdinq, 
except for very large size. For marginal holdinqs, 
difference in average area per owner between the 
Punjab and Sind was the larqest and it increased 
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CHART3.-3 
Distribution of Landownership in Punjab 

( % ) Number of owners Area owned ( % ) 
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CHART 3.4 

Distribution of Landownership in Sind 
( % ) Number of owners Area owned ( % ) 
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TABLE 3.6 
Changes in Distribution of Owners and Owned Area in the Punjab and Sind, 1971-1976 

Owner 
Holding 
Size 
(acres) 

Marginal 
(up to 6.25) 

Small 
(>6.25-12.5) 

Medium 
(>12 .5-25. O) 

Large 
(>25.0-50.0) 

Very Large 
(>25.0-50.0) 

All Sizes 

Province 

Punjab 
Sind 
Punjab 
Sind 
Punjab 
Sind 
Punjab 
Sind 
Punjab 
Sind 
Punjab 
Sind 

Source: See Tables 3.2 and 3.4. 

Number of Owners (000) 

---
Percent 
Change 
in 

1971 1976 Owners 

3,786 5,148 +36.0 
218 267 +22.5 

1,610 1,459 - 9.4 
138 159 +15.2 
619 583 - 5.8 
117 117 o.o 
173 172 - 0.6 

69 67 - 2.9 
77 88 +14.3 
51 53 + 3.9 

6,267 7,451 +18.9 
594 663 +11.6 

Area Owned (100 acres) 

Percent 
Change 
in Area 

1971 1976 Owned 

7,488 10,218 +36.5 
642 956 +48.9 

9,101 9,524 + 4.6 
1,206 1,456 +20.7 
7,525 7',304 - 2.9 
2,215 2,101 - 5.1 
4,691 4,953 + 5.6 
2,321 2,252 - 3.0 
7,555 7,118 - 5.8 
5,061 4,919 - 2.8 

36,360 39,117 + 7.6 
11,445 11,684 + 2.1 

. 

-.I 
\L) 
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TABLE 3.7 
Average Owner Area of Holdings in the Punjab and Sind, 1971-1976 

Farm Size 
(acres) 

Marginal 
(up to 6.25) 

Small 
(>6.25-12.5) 

Medium 
(>12.5-25.0) 

Large 
(>25.0-50.0) 

Very Large 
(>50.0) 

Average Area 
per Owner in Punjab 

(acres) 

1971 

1.98 

5.65 

12.16 

27.12 

98.12 

1976 

1.98 

6.32 

12.93 

28.76 

80.89 

Source: See Tables 3.2.and 3.4. 

Average Area 
per Owner in Sind 

(acres) 

1971 

2.94 

8.74 

18.93 

33.64 

98.84 

1976 

3.58 

9.16 

17.96 

33.61 

93.69 

over time. The other important feature is that the 
decline during 1971 to 1976 was much hiqher in the 
Punjab (98 to 81 acres) than in SiLd (99 to 91' 
acres). Finally, while averaqe area per owner.amonq 
medium holdings was smaller in the Puniab than in 
Sind in 1976, average size of these holdings 
increased in the Punjab and did not chanqe in Sind 
durinq 1971 tc 1976. 

These structur~l changes in landholdinqs would tend 
to sugqest that the land reforms of 1972 may have made a 
serious impact on distribution-of landownership in the 
Indus basin, especially throuqh its much publicised 
proqramme of redistribution of resumed land to marqinal 
owners and tenants. Im~osition of ceilinq on landholdings 
is partly reflected in shifting shares of area within the 
qrcup of very large holdings from 150 acres and more to 
50-100 acre groups. This change may have resulted from 
transfers within families of owners. The other aspect cf 
the effect of ceiling on landholdings may be seen in the 
increased 'share of marqinai and small owners and their 
area in the two provinces, thpugh this,effect in the 
Punjab was apparently great~r on marginal than small 
holdinqs. In Siijd, as we w~l1 ·see later, small holdings 
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increased significantly in number of owners and 
perhaps indicating the reported transfer of 
tenants and marginal owners. These changes 
analysed mainly in Chapter 5. 

81 

in area, 
land to 

will be 

Land concentration in the Indus basin has been guite 
high, as shown in Table 3.8, and in beth provinces 
distribution became cnly marginally less skewed during 
1971 to 1976: values of the Gini Coefficient decteased 
from 0.53 to 0.52 in the Puniab and from 0.59 to o.~8 in 
sind. It has also tecome evident that, wnile bottcm 
concentration was domi~ant in the Pur.iab, tcp 
concentration remained pronounced in Sind. Helpful though 
they may be in indicating the extent. of land 
concentration, values of the Git.i Coefficient do not 
reveal the structure of land concentration nor changes 
over time in distribution of landownership by size of 
holdings. For instance, the concentration ratio may 
increase without an increase in large or very large 
holdings at the expense of small or marginal holdings. 
Medium size holdings may have increased at the expense cf 
both upper and lower ends. Therefore, changes in 
concentration ratios qive no clue as to which part of the 
distribution has in fact changed. 

These general Iemarks about the changes in 
distribution of landownership do not depict the changes 
in concentration at either end of distributions. To 
examine these changes more precisely and in a 
sufficiently Iepresentative way, we can plot intermedian 
lines as vectors from median of owners to median of area 
owned.'' This vector is extremely sensitive to changes in 
concentration of landownership at both er.ds of the 
distribution. For insta~ce, if the left end of an 
intermedian line shifts to right, it implies upward 
motility of owners. on the other hand, if the right ~nd 
moves to left, a reduction in top concentration is 
indicated. Another important point is that the length of 
this line indicates the character of land concentration 
in a region at a given time. It should, however, be 
emphasized that interclass comparisons may conceal 
significant in~raclass movements as well as information 
on· entry· into and exit from different size groups. We 
will use the intermedian lines with this important 
caveat. Data on distribution of landho'ldings for selected 
regions from the Punjab and Sind are given in !ables 3.9 
and 3.10. The intermedian lines are ·depicted .irt Charts 
3.5 (districts of Punjab) and 3.6 (districts of $in~. 

The interprovincial comparison clearly reveals that 
to~ concentration was greater in Sind, though this 
concentration decreased over time in both provinces. 
Upward mobility by small owners toward medium holdings 
could be· observed in the Punjat, but regression was 
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TABLE 3.8 
Concentration of Landownership and Self-Cultivation of Holdings in 
Pakistan and Provinces, Selected Years 

Region/ Land Concentration 
District (Gini Coefficient)a 

1950s 1971 1976 

Pakistan 0.64 0.55 
Punjab 0.62 0.53 0.52 

Faisalabad 0.58 0.42 
Sahiwal 0.32 0.30 
Multan 0.55 0.57 
Sialkot 0.27 0.43 
Gujranwala 0.54 0.56 
Lahore 0.48 0.41 
Mianwali 0.§8 0.57 
D.G. Khan 0.63 0.70 
Muzaffargarh 0.56 0.49 
Jhelum 0.41 0:31 
Campbellpur 0.57 0.54 
Rawalpindi 0.13 0.32 

Sind 0.·66 0.59 0.58 
Jacobabad 0.53 0.54 
Larkana 0.61 0.55 
Sukkur 0.48 0.44 
Nawabshah 0.63 0.53 
Sangh:n- 0.44 0.44 
Hyderabad· 0.63 0.57 

Source: See Tables 3.9 and 3.10. 

aGini Coefficient has been measured bx: 

G = 1 - 2[E.n.z. ,- l] - E.nia. 
l 1 1 1 1 

Percentage of 
Owned Area 

Cultivated by 
Owners 

1971 

57 
69 
56 
64 
68 
64 
56 
53 
31 
52 
80 
42 
81 
44 
32 
42 
69 
32 
31 
48 

1976 

65 
74 
58 
66 
79 
76 
81 
53 
31 
69 
72 
42 
76 
43 
34 
44 
53 
39 
32 
43 

where nr is the fraction of owners in size i; a. is the fraction of 
owned afe~ in size i; z. is the cumulative fraction of owned area up 
through size i. 

1 
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indicated in Sind. More important, however, are tbe 
interregional differences within each province. Let us 
take the four regions in the Punjab. The smallest 
concentration of large owners is found in the central 
Region (Faisalabad, Sahiwal and Multan), in Sialkot and 
lahore districts of the Eastern Region, and in Rawalpindi 
and Jhelum districts of the Northern Reqion. All 
districts in the Western Region bad a hiqh top 
concentration. During 1971 to 1976, there was upward 
mobility of small ·owners in all districts of the Central 
Reqion, though middle concentration also increased. This 
observation is supported by increased shares of'medium 
size owners in total area. In the Eastern Reqion, 
immiserization seems to have been significant, especially 
in Gujranwala; top concentration decreased only in 
Lahore. Medium size owner holdings did not increase in 
any of the districts in this region. In all districts, 
there was movement toward bottom concentration, In the 
Western Region, there was some upward mobility in 
Hianwali and r,G, Khan, though top concentration in this 
region did not reduce markedly, We see a sharp reduction 
in top concentration only in Muzaffarqarh, though small 
cwners were immiserized at the same time, These changes 
refl~ct perhaps effects of ceiling on very large holdings 
and redistribution of some of the resumed area following 
the land reforms in 1972, Finally, in the Northern 
Region, Jhelum and Rawalpindi had high middle 
concentration, but Campbellpur had hiqh tcp 
concentration, In fact, Campbellpur had probably the most 
concentrated landownership structure in the Punjab, 
During 1971 to 1976, apparently there was upward mobility 
of small owners in Rawalpindi and Campbellpur, In Jhelum, 
both top and bottom concentrations increased, indicating 
regression cf small owners. 

Turning to the two regions cf Sind, top 
concentration was visible in all districts, except in 
sukkur and Larkana (both in the Northern Region) in which 
middle concentration was more evident. In the Northern 
Region, there was upwara mobility of small owners only in 
Larkana, though top concentration declined in both 
Jocobabad and Sukkur. In Sukkur, apparently medium size 
owners lost area to both small and large holdings, but in 
Jacobabad medium size holdings gained quite 
significantly, In the Southern Region, upward mobility of 
small owners, as also the sharpest reduction in top 
concentration, is seen in Hyderabad, wi .. h clear gains to 
medium size owners, A similar tendency in increased share 
of medium owners was noticeable in Nawabshah, In Sanqhar, 
there was no apparent change in distribution of holdings, 
with top concentration prevalent in both yea;s. 

In examining the changes in distribution of 
landhol4ings in the Punjab and Sind, we have so far 
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TABLE 3.9 (X) 

Percentage Distribution of Landholdings in Selected Districts of the Punjab, 1971 and 1976 +:' 

F'\1isalabad Sahiwal Multan Sialkot Gujranwala Lahore 

-Farm 
Size Year % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of 
(acres) Owners Area Owners Area Owners Area Owners Area Owners Area Owners Area 

Owned Owned Owned Owned Owned Owned 

Up to 6,,25 }-971 74.1 39 .4 58.0 36.8 69.9 22.8 63.7 44.5 44.1 10.8 57.7 23.1 
1976 80.4 41.3 56.0 36.7 75.9 25.4 89.2 48.4 75.2 26.4 79.0 32.2 

>6.25-12.5 1971 22.1 39.9 36.0 29.4 20.6 30.0 29.7 26.9 33.2 25.4 23.2 18.4 
1976 14,.8 30.8 38.5 33.0 14.2 24.7 8.1 26.4 13.8 19.9 14.6 19.6 

>12.5-25:o 1971 3.·3 15.0 4.0 12.0 6.6 19.7 5.5 16.0 16.0 25.7 13.9 29.5 
1976 3.7 15.3 3.8 12.6 6.0 20.7 2.1 13.9 6.6 20.1 3.0 10.3 

>25.0-50.0 1971 0.5 4.2 1.4 10.5 2.2 14.8 1.0 8.0 5.0 17.6 3.9 14.5 
1976 0.9 8.4 1.2 9.0 2.3 14.5 0.3 7.8 2.7 16.9 1.8 12.4 

>50.0-100.0 1971 0.1 1.3 0.5 8.4 0.5 6.3 0.1 2.7 1.3 13.6 1.1 9.9 
1976 0.1 3.5 0.4 7.0 0.9 8.8 0.2 2.4 1.5 12.9 0.5 7.0 

>100.0-150.0 1971 o.o 0.2 0.1 2.2 0.2 -4,•6 
1
0.0 1. 7 0.3 4.1 0.2 2.7 

1976 0.1 0.4 0.1 1.4 0:3 4.9 0.1 0.6 0.1 2.8 1.0 17.0 
Over 150.0 1971 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.6 o.o 1.8 o.o 0.3 0.1 2.7 0.1 1.9 

1976 0.0 0.3 o.o 0.3 0.2 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.9 o.o 1.5 
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TABLE 3.9 (cont'd) 

Mianwali D.G. Khan Muzaffargarh 

Farm 
Size Year % of % of % of % of % of % of 
(acres) Owners Area Owners Area Owners Area 

Owned Owned Owned 

Up to 6.25 1971 50.7 12.5 66.4 8.8 42.4 12.1 
1976 54.4 15.0 75.3 8.8 52.0 19. 7 

>6.25-12.5 1971 22.0 14.4 10.0 25.4 31.8 18.7 
1976 18.3 12.0 11.2 25.4 34.3 28.1 

>12.5-25.0 1971 18.2 25.7 19.5 35.5 18.0 20.6 
1976 18,2 25.8 9.0 35.5 8.4 17.2 

>25.0-50.0 1971 5.8 17.5 3.3 11.4 5.0 12.8 
1976 5.8 17.5 3.8 11.4 3.5 12.5 

>50.0-100.0 1971 2.1 12.6 0.4 7.5 1.4 8.4 
1976 2.1 12.2 0.7 7.5 1.1 9.1 

>100.0-150.0 1971 0.8 10.0 0.2 6.4 0.9 8.6 
1976 0.8 9.7 0.6 6.4 0.6 8.6 

Over 150.0 1971 0.4 7.3 0.1 4.9 0.5 18.8 
1976 0.4 7.8 0.4 5.0 0.1 4.8 

Source: See Table 3.2. 

Jhelum 

% of % of 
Owners Area 

Owned 

51.1 18.9 
67.1 40.9 
38.8 47.4 
27.3 36.3 
8.8 23.3 
4.2 10.4 
1.0 6.2 
0.9 5.2 
0.2 2.1 
0.3 3.9 
0.1 1.1 
0.1 1.8 
0.02 LO 
0.1 1.5 

------ --
Campbellpur Rawalpindi 

% of % of % of % of 
Owners Area Owners Area 

Owned Owned 

41.3 6.8 75.5 64.6 
42.2 7.0 82.9 54.3 
20.4 15.1 23.6 24.5 
19.5 14.8 16.2 22.3 
20.8 18.2 0.6 4.1 
20.8 18.2 0.5 13. 7 

8.1 14.9 0.2 2.3 
8.1 14.9 0.2 2.9 
3.6 13.7 0.1 1.4 
3.6 13. 7 0.1 1.8 
3.2 13.2 0.04 3.2 
3.2 13.2 0.02 0.5 
2.6 18.1 o.o 0.1 
2.6 18.2 0.02 4.5 

CJ) 
u, 
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TABLE 3,10 co 
0\ 

Percentage Distribution of Landholdings in Selected Districts of Sind, 1971 and 1976 

Jacobabad Larkana Sukkur Nawabshah Sanghar Hyderabad 

--Farm 
Size Year % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of 
(acres) Owners Area Owners Area Owners Area Owners Area Owners Area Owners Area 

Owned Owned Owned Owned Owned Owned 

Up to 6,25 1971 20.0 2.4 41,9. 6,7 39.0 9.0 58.2 13,5 4.4 0.4 36,9 5.5 
1976 24.5 4.1 40,7 8,0 54,3. 24.4 60.6 16.7 4.7 0,5 33.2 5.7 

>6,25-12.5 1971 20.9 5.0 34,1 24,6 23.4 13,,6 16.1 9.5 17.9 5.5 26.9 11.4 
1976 21.5 5,7 33.:8 28.2 27,4 22,2 15.1. 10,4 18.5 5,7 28.8 13.6 

>12.5-25,0 1971 13.9 7.7 15,:6 21,7 20.4 31.6 16.1 22,5 28,l 14,l 17.7 14.1 
1976 14,3 8,4 17 .. 5 19.4 10,8 14,9 13,5 23,4 28.1 14.3 20.7 19.8 

>25.0-50.0 1971 20.0 22•, 7 4.1 11.2 15.4 34,2 5,3 15,l 23.9 23.4 5.6 9.5 
1976 19.4 22,7 4,3 11.8 4.0 11.0 6,1 17.7 23,5 23.4 9.3 19.8 

>50,0-100.0 1971 17.5 28,6 2.6 12.4 1.2 6.0 3.7 19.0 20.0 27.1 9.7 32.9 
1976 13.9 32.6 2.2 12.4 2.2 11.5 4.4 27.3 19.7 27.2 5.8 24.8 

>100.0-150.0 1971 3.9 13.9 0.6 6.1 0.4 3.3 0.2 2.1 3.4 11.8 2,6 15.2 
1976 3.2 11.3 0.7 7.3 0.9 9.5 0.3 3.3 3.3 11.8 1.9 13.6 

Over 150.0 1971 3.7 19.7 1.1 17.4 0.2 2.4 0,6 18.5 2.4 17.8 0.6 11.5 
1976 3.1 15.2 0.8 12.9 0.4 6,3 0.1 1.2 2.2 17.2 0.3 2.7 

Source: See Table 3,4, ---
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CHART 3.5 
lntermedian Vectors for Landholdings in the Punjab 

Acres 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 

Punjab{ 

Faisalabad{ 

Sahiwal{ 

Multan{ 

Sialkot{ 

Gujranwala { 

Lahore{ 

Mianwali{ 

D. G. Khan{ 

Muzaffargarh { 

Jhelum{ 

Campbellpur { 

Rawalpindi { 

____ Ownership holdings (1971) 

------- Ownership holdngs (1976) 
----------- Operational holdings (1972) 

Source: Table 3.9 
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CHART 3.6 CD 

lntermedian Vectors for Landholdings in Sind 
Acres 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48 52 56 60 64 68 

Sind{ 

Jacobabad{ 

Larkana{ 

Sukkur{ 

Nawabshah{ 

Sanghar{ 

Hyderabad{ 

·------------------------ Own~rship ~oldings (19
7
1) 

----- Operational holdings (1972) Ownership holdings (1976) 

---------·-------------
Source: Table 3.1 0 
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assumed that irrespective of ,demoq=aphic pressure on land 
an acre of land had the same mearring in all reqions. We 
knew that structu=e of landholdinqs in a region between 
twc pericds or between two regiohi' at a qiven time may l:e 
greatly affected by demographic pressure. To normalize 
fer differences in the pressure ot ~opulation on land, we 
can construct indices of skewness b'y divi'ding the medians 
cf owners and of cwned area by average area per cwner in 
each reqion. These indices can then represen~, th.e "true" 
effect of changes in land struct-ure. These •i?rdices are 
constructed in Charts 3.7 (districts of Punjab) and 3.8 
(districts cf Sind). 

In the Punjab, relative to qiven population pressure 
on land, Sahiwal, Sialkot and Rawalpindi haq the least 
skewed distributicn of landownership. The highest top 
concent=ation was clearly evident in D.G. Khan and 
Campbellpur. ever time, top conceLtration increased in 
Multan, in all districts o~ the Eastern Region, and in 
Rawalpindi. On the other hand, bottom concentration had 
decreased relatively in all districts of the central 
Reqion, in the Eastern Reqion (except Sialkot), and in 
the Western Region (except D.G. Khan). A similar trend 
was evident in Rawalpindi. This can be interpreted as 
increased upward mobility of small owners. Taken 
together, the apparent decline in tcp concentration and 
increased upward mobility of small owners indicate a 
clear movement toward medium size holdings in most areas 
of the Punjab. It certainly appears most pronounced in 
the Central Region and to sQme extent in ,districts cf 
Lahore, Mianwali and Muzaffargarh. 

In Sind, relative to given population pressure, 
Sukkur had the least skewed disttibution of 
landownership, followed by Larkana and Sanqhar. Most 
skewed was the distribution in Hyderabad, ,followed by 
Nawabshah. In the Northern Reqion, top concentraticn 
decreased only in Sukkur; it increased in Larkana and 
remained unchanged in Jacobabad. Bottom concentraticn 
increased in Jacobatad and sukkur, with no change in 
Larkana. In the Southern Region, top concentration 
decreased significantly in Hyderabad and somewhat in 
Nawabshah, with no change in Sanghar. Concentration at 
~he lower end increased somewhat in Hyde=abad and 
Nawabshah. From these changes in the structure of 
landholdinqs in Sind, a general shift seems to have 
occurred from la=ge to small holdings, reflecting perhaps 
the effects of redistribution of resumed land to tenants 
and marginal cwners. 
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Chart 3.7 
Normalized lntermedian Vectors for Holdings in Punjab 

Average area 
per owner= 100 

• 
-1971 
----1976 

0 

Punjab 

Faisalabad 

Sahiwal 

Multan 

Sialkot 

Gujranwala 

100 200 300 400 500 

__,__ _____ (O.S3) * 
- --------- (0.52) 

..__ ____ (0.58) 

--------- (0.42) 

___ (0.32) 

----- (0.30) 

----!---- (0.55) 
______ ..:_ _____ (0.57) 

--- (0.27) 
-------..::-(0.43) 

---l.---'--- (0.54) 
-- ------------ (0.56) 

Lahore ----1---- (0.48) 
-------- (0.41) 

Mianwali 
_ _,__ ___ (0.58) 

--- -------· (0.57) 

D. G. Khan 
___________ (0.63) 

-------~--------------- (0.70) 

Muzaffarga rh 
--+--- (0.56) 

-- ---- (0.49) 

Jhelum 
__._ ___ (0.41) 
- -- (0.32) 

Campbellpu r 
___. _______ (0.57) 

-- ---------------- (0.54) 

Rawalpindi 
-(0.13) 

------ (0.31) 

Source : Table 3.9 
* Figures in parantheses are values of GinrCoefficient. 
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CHART3.8 
Normalized lntermedian Vectors for Holdings in Sind 

Average Area 
per owner= 1 00 

-1971 
--- 1976 

0 • 100 200, 300 400 500 
I I I I I 

(0.59) * 
Sind --- -------- (0.58) 

(0.53) 
Jacobabad --- ----- (0.54) 

(0.61) 
Larkana -- ,_ _____ (0.55) 

(0.48) 
Sukkur --- ,__ (0.44) 

(0.63) 
Nawabshah ------------ (0.53) 

(0.44) 
Sanghar ---- ---- (0.44) 

(0.63) 
Hyderabad ·--- -------· (0.57) 

Source: Table 3.10 
* Figures in parentheses are values of Gini Coefficient. 
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ACCESS TO LAND USE AND OWNERSHIP 

So far 1e have examined evidence on chanqes in 
structure of landownership in the Indus basin, with 
emphasis on interreqional differences within and between 
the provinces cf the Punjab and Sind. The other important 
aspect of agrarian structure is the access to land use. 
There are various ways in which access to land can be 
studied. We can first qet some idea about the access 
structure ty examininq the extent to which landowners 
cultivate er rent out their owned area in various 
reqions. However, a more complete. metpod would have to 
include (a) comparison of absolute size of holdinqs and 
their area by ownership and use, and (b) analysis of 
differences between distribution' of landhcldinqs by 
ownership and use, anli of ch·a'nqes in tenurial 
ar=anqements over time. Let us tutn now to these issues. 

From data on distribution of self-cultivated owner 
holdings and area given in Tabie 3.lf, we can see that in 
1971 a higher p=o~ortion of owners in Sind were 
cultivatinq their own iands -\ban in the Pun;jab, thouqh 
the percentage of owner area being self-cultivated was 
lower in the former prpvince. _However, durinq 1971 to 

TABLE 3.11 
Changes in Self-Cultivating Owners and Area in the Punjab and Sind, 
1971 and 1976 

Farm 
Size 
(acres) 

Up to 6.25 
>6.25-12.5 
>12.5-25.0 
>25.0-50.0 
>50.0-100.0 
>100.0-150.0 
Over 150.0 
All Sizes 

Percentage of Owners 
Self-Cultivating 

Punjab Sind 

1971 1976 \271 1976 

67.4 76.0 91. 7 87.1 
67.9 71.4 88.7 84.2 
68.4 61.9 77.0 68.2 
58.3 63.0 52.2 45.8 
43.3 49.6 16.8 13.4 
35.5 39.2 5.8 6.8 
36.0 37.2 6.0 5.6 
67.0 73.3 76.7 72.8 

Source: Tables 3.2 and 3.4. ---

Percentage of Owned Area 
Self-Cultivated 

Punjab Sind 

1971 1976 · 1971 1976 

65.2 72.9 92.9 88.4 
63.7 68.6 90.3 84.7 
61.1 65.1 76.3 67.7 
52.9 61. 7 51.0 44.1 
46.0 53.3 16.3 14.2 
33.7 46.0 5.6 6.5 
37.1 39.6 6.4 5.7 
57.1 64.5 44.4 42.7 
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1976, proportions of self-cultivating owners and 
self-cultivated area increased significantly in the 
Punjab but declined in Sind. The extent to which owners 
were cultivators of their a=ea differed greatly between 
various sizes of holdings. In both provinces, these 
proportions fell with increased size of owner holding, 
but the decline was sharper in Sind, especially for sizes 
above 50 acres. It should also be noted that in both 1971 
and 1976 the proportion of self-cultivating owners'and 
their area for holdings of less than 2S acres was higher 
in Sind than in the Punjab. But these percentages fel~.in 
Sind and increased significantly in the Puniab duri·ng ,the 
seventies. For holdings of 25 acres and'more, esp~cially 
the 50-100 acre group, a high and increasing ~ercentlge 
cf owners ar.d their area in the Punjab were :{n ,the 
self-cultivating category. These percentages were not 
only lower in Sind, but they fell over time. Th~re was 
little change in these percentages in holdings of 100 
acres and more. 

One other important feature which sharply 
differentiates the Punjab from ?ind should also te 
pointed out here. In the Puniab, about 32 percent cf 
marginal and small owners leased out (or rented to 
others) about 26 percent of their owned area, and'these 
propor~icns increased somewhat during 1971 to 1976. In 
Sind, on the other hand, only about 9 percent of marginal 
and small owners leased out about 1f percent of their 
cwned area, and these proportions declined in the same 
period. A similar pattern can be'observed among various 
regions within the Punjab and Sind, as shbwn in Table 
3.12. In every district of the Punjab, except D.G. Khan 
and Campbellpur in which top cor.ceutration existed, a 
high proportion of very large owners (150 acres and more) 
were cultivating their own holdings. However, in 1Sind, 
except for Nawabshah, a high degree of sharecro~ping tv 
tenants is noticeable among large landowners. 

A ccm~arison of number of owners and their area with 
number of operational holdings (farms) and their area 
(farm area) is easy ':o make, since we hav.e data on 
landownership from revenue records of 1971 and on 
o~erational holdings from agricultural census of 1972. In 
comparing these data, we can observe three significant 
features. First, both in the Punjab and Sind, number cf 
owners and area owned were larger than number of farms 
and farm area for marginal (under 5 acres) and very large 
(over 50 acres) holdings. It should, however, be pointed 

out that these differences were much larger for marginal 
holdings in the Punjab (six times as many owners as farms 
a~d an almost equal ratio of owned area to farm area) and 
for very large holdings in Sind (three times as many 
cwr.ers as far~s and an equal ratio of owned area to farm 
area). Second, number of farms and farm area were larger 
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TABLE 3.12 \D 

"" Changes in Self-Cultivating Owners and Area in Selected Districts of the Punjab and Sind, 1971 and 1976 

Up to 12.5 acres Over 150 acres Average of all farm sizes 

% of % of % of % of % of % of 

District owners self- area self::- owners self- area self- owners self- area self-
cultivating cultivat.J;d cultivating cultivated cultivating cultivated 

-
1971 1976 1971 19.76 1971 1976 1971 1976 1971 1976 1971 1976 

Punjab 
Faisalabad 82 81 70 76 80 45 84 51 82 81 69 74 
Sahiwal 60 59 54 54 38 36 43 40 59 59 56 58 
Multan 76 77 67 70 60 50 62 49 75 76 64 66 
Sialkot 69 82 69 80 62 77 w 50 81 68 82 68 79 
Gujranwala 64 76 67 76 44 57 .46 82 64 76 64 76 
Lahore 46 86 53 83 62 30 64 29 48 85 56 81 

' 
Mianwali 70 70 63 63 67 67 67 67 68 68 53 53 
D.G. Khan 21 21 38 38 26 26 22 22 37 24 31 31 
Muzaffargarh 54 77 55 78 40' 54 46 41 55 75 52 69 
Jh~lum 86 81 77 78 2:J 30 53 32 86 80 80 72 
Campbellpur 81 81 62 62 28 28 25 25 68 63 42 42 
Rawalpindi 85 97 82 71 100 100 100 100 85 97 81 76 
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TABLE 3.12 (cont'd) 

Up to 12.5 acres 

% of % of 
District owners self- area self-

cultivating cultivated 

-
1971 1976 1971 1976 

Sind 
Jacobabad 100 100 100 100 
Larkana 75 71 73 70 
Sukkur 100 80 100 85 
Nawabshah 69 65 67 61 
Sanghar 99 99 99 99 
Hyderabad 91 85 86 82 

Source: See Tables 3.2 and 3.4. ---

Over 150 acres 

% of % of 
owners self- area self-
cultivating cultivated 

1971 1976 1971 1976 

1 1 1 1 
13 16 12 16 

4 4 4 4 
12 26 12 22 

7 7 7 7 
10 10 10 10 

Average of all farm sizes 

% of % of 
owners self- area self-
cultivating cultivated 

1971 1976 1971 1976 

67 71 32 34 
68 65 42 44 
89 78 69 53 
59 57 32 39 
56 57 31 32 
80 73 48 43 

w 
u, 
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than number of owners and owned area for small holdinqs 
(5 to 12.5 acres) ~n Sind and for large holdings (25 to 
50 acres) in the Punjab. Finally, for medium size 
hcldinqs (12.5 to 25~0 acres), farm area in both 
~rcvinces exceeded owned area, but owners exceeded far1s 
in the Punjab and opposite was the case in Sind. 

The access to land is probably best reflected ty 
size distribution of operational holdings in a region. 
Given a general idea of tenancy, information en 
operational holdings would provide necessary feedback on 
command over resources as well as the nature and 
magnitude of gains among rural households. Further, ~e 
can compare changes over time in access to use of land 
with ownership patterns. Usinq again the method cf 
intermedian lines to depict distribution of landholdings 
by size, we have drawn vectors of operational holdinqs 
with ownership holdings in Charts 3.5 (Punjab) and 3.6 
(Sind). Since the intermedian lines are for operational 
holdings in 1972, they are comparable with distributions 
of ownershi~ holdings in 1971 and 1976. 

The most striking difference between the Punjab and 
Sind is that the access structure was far more skewed, as 
was top concentration in operational ttoldinqs more 
evident, in the former provi'nce~, These ieatures ··bec,ome 
even more striking if distrinutio~ pf, oper~tional 
bo ldings for 1972 is compared with distribution of 
ownership holdings in 1~16. ;rhis pattern can be obsez;ved 
in all districts of the Punjab, except in CampbelLpur 
where structure oi ownership has remained more skewed 
than access to land., The Central Region in the Punjab' 'had 
among the highest tc,:p concentration in operati'onal 
holdinqs. !his dichotomy between ownership and access 
structures in the Punjab indicates that a larqe 
prcportion cf owners of marqinal and small holdings 
leased out their lands· ~o owners of medium and large 
holdings. In S~nd, on; the other hand, except to some 
extent in Nawatshah and Hyderabad, structure of access to 
land was much less ~kewed and operational holdings were 
not characterized by top ~oncentration. !hese differences 
between structures of ownership and operational holdings 
in Sind indicate the extent to which renting of land to 
sharecroppers is done by owners of larqe and very large 
holdings. 

In order to understand chanqes in the structure of 
access to land and in the tenurial arrangements in the 
Indus basin, we should examine closely the nature of 
distribution of operational holdings. Since we have data 
for ownership holdings (for 1971) and operational 
holdings (for 1972) , we can first make some usefll'l 
ccmpariscr.s in distribution of shares of various sizes of 
holdings. !hese comparisons can be made from data en 
ownership holdings by size in Tables 3.3 and 3.4 and on 
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operational holdings in Tables 3.13 and 3.14. Several 
interesting features can be noted: 

1. Average size of operational holding (rarm) was 
larger (13 acres) than average size of owner holding 
(5 acres) in the Punjab. However, in Sind, owner 
holding was larger (18 acres) than operational 
holding (13 acres). 

2. The most important among the differences b~tween the 
Punjab and Sind is found in the high- percentAge of 
smail and medium farms in the former ,province as 
compared with a high percentage of small farms in 
the latter. 

3. In both ~rovinces, share of marginal site in number 
and area of ownership holdings exceeded it~ share in 
operational holdings. A similar pattern can be found 
for very large size in Sind, but its proportionate 
shares are almost the same in ownership and 
operatiotal holdings in the Punjab. 

4. Small size in Sind had a much larger share in number 
and area of operational holdings than in cwnership 
holdings. This indicates that a high proportion cf 
these farms is leing operated by tenants as small 
parcels are rented out ~Y landlords to them. In the 
Punjat, on the other hand, while share of small si2e 
was much larger in number of operational holdings 
than owner holdings, share of this ~ize 'of holdings 
in area was mere ot less the same. 

5. For medium and large sizes, in the Punjab, their 
share in number and area of operattonal ho~dirlqs was 
hiqher than in owner holdings. Ip Sind, thi:,s is true 
only of medium size; opposite is the case fo~ large 
size holdinqs. 

It becomes quite clear from these comparisons that 
medium and larger size opeFqtiopal holdings (farms) 
predominate in the Punjab, whereas small holdings (farms) 
are evidently more dominant in Sind. There is thus 
additional evidence that access to land in the Puniab is 
far more restricted (to• larqe farm cpprators) than in 
Sind, in which tenants or sharecroppers are used ty 
landlords. 

So far we have analysed differences in the 
distribution of landholdings by ownership and access in 
the seventies. Many of these differences have resulted 
from changes in operatipnal holdinqs and tenurial 
arrangements during the sixties. An examination of th~se 
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TABLE 3.13 w 
CX> 

Distribution of Operational Holdings and Area in Selected Districts of the Punjab, 1972 

Punjab Faisalabad Sahiwal Multan Sialkot Gujranwala Lahore 

---Farm 
Size % of % of % of % of % of %. o,f % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of 
(acres) Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm ,Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm 

Area Area Area Area Area Area Area 

Under 5.0 26 5 29 7 28 5 23 4 35 10 21 4 30 7 
5.0-12.5 39 25 44 35 38 25 3) 22 46 43 44 27 40 31 
12.5-25.0 23 29 21 32 25 33 26 •. 30 15 30 24 30 22 32 
25.0-50.0 9 21 6 17 8 21 10 22 .. 3 10 9 22 6 16 
50.0...J.50.0 3 15 1 7 2 11 3 15 1 6 3 13 2 12 
150.0 & over 0.3 6 0 1 0 3 0 6 0 1 0 3 0 1 
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TABLE 3.13 (cont'd) 

Mianwali D.G. Khan Muzaffargarh Jhelum 

Farm 
Size % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of 
(acres) Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm 

Area Area Area Area 

Under 5.0 12 1 26 4 25 4 31 6 
5.0-12.5 29 11 37 20 34 19 38 26 
12.5-25.0 28 20 22 23 23 27 22 31 
25.0-50.0 19 27 10 20 12 25 7 18 
50.0-150.0 10 30 4 20 4 17 2 10 
150.0 & over 1 11 1 14 0 8 0 8 

Source: Government of Pakistan. Agricultural Census Organization. 
ABriculture 1972. Vol. II, Part 2. 

Campbellpur Rawalpindi 

---
% of % of % of % of 
Farms Farm Farms Farm 

Area Area 

26 4 56 17 
34 19 32 39 
25 29 10 25 
11 24 2· 12 

3 16 1 5 
0 8 0 2 

Pakistan Census of 

w 
w 
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TABLE 3.14 ... 
0 

Distribution of Operational Holdings and Area in Selected Districts of Sind, 1972 0 

Sind Jacobabad Larkana Sukkur Nawabshah Sanghar Hyderabad 

-Farm 
Size % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of 
(acres) Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm Farms Farm 

Area Area Area Area Area Area Area 

U.n,der 5.0 J.9 5 14 4 30 10 27 8 17 4 10 2 9 2 
5.0-12.5 52 35 62 ,?0 52 44 51 43 52. 38 52 32 50 26 
12.5-25.0 22 29 20 33 14 25 18 3d 25 34 30 35 29 29 
25.0-50.0 5 13 3 8 2 8 4 ·11 5 14 6 14 7 14 
50.0-1~<1.o 2 11 0 3 1 6 1 6 1 8 2 11 4 17 
150.0 & over 0.4 'g 0 1 0 7 0 .z 0 2 0 6 1 13 

Source: Pakistan. Agricultural Census Organization. Pakistan,Census of Agriculture 1972, Vol, II, 
Part 3. 

r 
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chanqes can provide further evidence op the nature of 
differences in agrarian structures which we have observed 
between the Punjab and Sind. StLuctural chanqes in 
operational holdinqs durinq the sixties can be analysed 
by comparing the agricultural census data of 1960 and 
1972. While the methodology used in collecting the 
informaticn on operational holdinqs in censuses of 1960 
and 1972 was not strictly similar, the two sets of data 
are still useful in identifying the direction of change 
it aqrarian structures in the Indus basin.12 

As shown in Table 3. 15, number of farms declined by 
over 29 percent in the Punjab and increased by about -10 
percent in Sind during the si.xties. However,· :total farm 
area increased scmewhat in· the Punjab, but declined in 
Sind. These changes in turn affected average ~arm area in 
both provinces. Looking at the ~veraqe farm size in Table 
3.16, we see that it increased significantly in the 
Puniab and fell somewhat in Sind, with the result that in 
1972 it was slightly larger in the former (13.1 acres) 
than in the latter (12.7 acres) province. Fo~ chanqes by 
farm size, we observe that marginol farms and their area 
deciined in both the Punjab and Sind, ~hough the 
reduction in the Punjat wa• most dramatic: 64 percent cf 
these farms and 53 percent of their area disappeared in 
the sixties. This is to be compared ijith the fact that 
small farms and their area increased impressively in Sind 
(by 46 percent and 50 percent), and only marginally in 
the Punjab (by 4 percent and 5 percent). These chanqes 
left average farm size of small holdings almost 
unchanqed. The medium size and large farms with their 
respective area increased' in the Punjab; but the large 
farms and their area decreased quite significantly in 
Sind (by 36 percent and 39 percent). An almost similar 
decline in ~he number and area of very large farms 
occurred in Sind. But there was clearly an impressive 
increase in number of very large farm's (53 percent> and 
their area (41 percent) in the Punjab. These changes in 
the number and area of very large farms in the two 
p=ovinces are reflected in a significant reduction of the 
averaqe farm size in Sind with little chanqe in the 
Funiab. It should be pcinted out that within the cateqory 
of very large farms in the Punj~b the increase in number 
and area was most siqnificant in the group of 50 to 150 
acres, reflecting partly a movement towards the 
owner-operated large farms. In Sind, we see a movement 
towards the small size farms, reinforcinq perhaps 
tenant-operated or small owner-operat~d farms. 

These changes in the structure of operational 
holdings in the sixties brought aboijt shifts in shares of 
various size of farms in significant ~ays. These shares 
by size of farm are shown in Table 3.17 and in Char~s 3.9 
and 3.10. The most significant were changes in shares cf 
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TABLE 3.15 
Distribution of Operational Holdings in Pakistan and Provinces, 
1960 and 1972 

Number of Farms (000) Farm Area (000 acres) 

Farm 
Size Region 

Per- Per-(acres) 
cent cent 

1960 1972 Change 1960 1972 Change 

Under 5.0 Pakistan 2,404 1,059 -55.9 4,591 2,563 -44.2 
Punjab 1,717 619 -63.9 3,192 1,503 -52.9 
Sind 174 142 -18.4 529 424 -19.8 

5,0 to Pakistan 1,340 1,501 +12.0 10,903 12,338 +13.2 
<12, 5. Punjab 894 926 + 3.6 7,281 7,619 + 4.6 

Sind 265 387 +46.0 2,180 3,261 +49.6 
12.5 to Pakistan 729 794 + 8.9 12,533 13,061 + 4.2 
<25. 0 Punjab 488 549 +12.5 8,326 8,942 + 7.4 

Sind 1,59 164 + 3.1 2,776 2,766 - 0.4 
25.0 to Pakistan 286 289 + 1.0 9,468 9,215 - 2.7 
<50.0 Punjab 180 209 +16.1 5,903 6,608 +11.9 

Sind 61 39 -36.1 2,044 1,247 -39.0 
50.0 to Pakistan 88 103 +).7 .0 6,539 7,402 +13.2 
<150.0 Punjab 42 65 +54.8 ,., 3,087 4,569 +48.0 

Sind 18 13 -2,7. 8 1,372 "1,013 -26.2 
150.0 Pakistan 14 16 +14.3 4,896 4,482 - 8.5 

and over Punjab• 5 7 +40.0 l,42p 1,789 +24.5 
Sind ,2 3 +50.0 797 748 - 6.1 

All Pakistan 4,860· 3,762 -22.6 48,930 49,061 + 0.3 
Sizes Punjab 3,326 2,375 -28.6 29,2l,4 31,030 + 6.2 

Sind 679 748 +10.2 9,698 9,460 - 2.5 

Source: See Table. 1:5. 
i 

marqinal and very large , farms and ':heir area in the 
Pun;ab; the share of marginal farms and their area almost 
halved and the snare of'very larqe =arms doubled, thouqh 
their share in total ar€a increased from 16 percent to 21 
percer.t. Next in orde·r were chanqes in shares cf small 
farms in Sind: their share in r.umber increased from 29 
percent to 52 percent and in ~rea from 23 percent to 35 
percent. In the Pun;ab, in qeneral, except for marqinal 
fa=ms whose share in number and area declined 
sutstantially, shares of farm sizes increased, thouqh 
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TABLE 3.16 
Average Size of Operational Holdings in Pakistan and Provinces, 1960 
and 1972 (Acres per Farm) 

Farm Size 
(acres) 

Under 5.0 
5. 0-<12. 5 
12.5-<25.0 
25.0-<50.0 
50.0-<150.0 
150.0 and over 
All Sizes 

Pakistan 

1960 1972 

1.91 2.42 
8.14 8.22 

17.19 16.45 
33.22 31.89 
74.31 71.86 

349. 71 280.13 
10.07 13.04 

Source: See Table 1.5. ---

TABLE 3.17 

Punjab Sind 

1960 1972 1960 1972 

1.86 2.43 3.04 2.99 
8.14 8.23 8.26. 8.43 

17.06 16.29 17.57 16.87 
32.79 31.62 40.08 31.97 
73.50 70.29 98.00 77.92 

285.20 255.57 398.50 249.33 
8.78 13.07 14.28 12.65 

Distribution of Operational Holdings and Area by Size in Pakistan 
and Provinces, 1960 and 1972 

Pakistan Punjab ~ind 
Farm 
Size Year 
(acres) % of % of % of % of %"of % of 

Farms Area Farms Area Farms Area 

Under 5.0 1960 49.5 9.4 51.6 10.9 25.6 5.5 
1972 28.2 5.2 26.1 4.8 19.0 4.5 

5.0-<12.5 1960 27.6 22.3 26.9 24.9 38.9 2i.5 
1972 39.9 25.2 39.0 24.6 51. 7 34.5 

12.5-<25.0 1960 15.0 25.6 14.7 28.5 23.3 28.6 
1972 21.1 26.6 23.1 28.8 21.9 29.2 

25.0-<50.0 1960 5.9 19.4 5.4 20.2 9.0 21.1 
1972 7.6 18.8 8.8 21. 3 5.2 13.2 

50.0-<150.0 1960 1.8 13.4 1.3 10.6 2.1 14.2 
1972 2.7 15.1 2.7 14.7 1. 7 10. 7 

150.0 & over 1960 0.3 10.0 0.2 4.9 0.3 8.2 
1972 0.4 9.1 0.3 5.8 0.4 7.9 

Source: See Table 1.5. ---
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CHART 3.9 
Distribution of Operational Holdings in the Punjab 

(%) Farms Area(%) 
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CHART3.10 

Distribution of Operational Holdings in Sind 
( % ) Farms Area ( % ) 
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cnly the share of very large farms increased in the total 
area. In Sind, in general, shares of all farms decreased 
in number and area, except for small holdings. 

Operational holdings have also cnanged with respect 
to tenurial arrangements. These changes are given in 
Tables 3. 18 to 3.21. As defined earlier in the chapter, 
farms by tenure have been classified into three qroups, 
namely, owner farms, tenant farms and cwner-cun-tenant 
farms. Owner-operated farms were quite visible in the 
Punjab, accounting fer 43 percent of all farms. The 
tenant-operated farms were predominant in Sind (71 
percent in 1960), though their numbers declined in both 
provinces in the sixties. We can also observe that in the 
Funiab numter of owner farms declined but their area 
increased, reflecting movement towards larger si2e 
owner-operated farms. With this we see that the tenant 
farms decreased sharply (47 percent) as did their area 
(26 percent). Compare these with Sind where cwner farms 
increased by 30 percent, but their area increased by only 
3 percent. This reflects aqain a movement towards smaller 
farms operated by cwners. Tenant farms declined only 
slightly (2 percent), but their area fell more 
significantly (12 percent). 

If we now look at the tenurial arrangements by farm 
size among marginal farms, the number of owner and.tenant 
farms and their ~rea declined drastically in the Punjab. 
In Sind, tenant farms and their area decreased by about 
35 percent, but owner farms and their area increased 
substantially. In small holdings, in the Puniab, there 
was some increase in the number and area of owr.er farms 
as also in the number of ~enant farms, though the ar.ea cf 
tenant farms declined. In Sind, there was a significant 
increase in number and area of both tenant and owner 
farms. In the medium size· farms, owner-operated holdinqs 
and their a=ea increased in bc~h provinces, though the 
increase in sind was much more significant than in the 
Punjab. The tenant-operated farms and their area in the 
two provinces declined. The largest de·cline in 
tenant-operated farms can be noted among large farms·in 
Sind; it was more limited in the Puniah. It should te 
poin~ed out that, among large holdings, cwner farms did 
not increase in Sind, but in the Punjab \heir number 
increased by 23 percent and their area by 29 percent. 
More dramatic was the increase in owne~ farms amonq very 
large holdings in the Punjab, but in Sind the owner and 
tenant farms declined in number and area. 

The owner-cum-tenant farms exis~ mainly in the 
Punjab, and they have qained both absolutely and 
relatively in the sixties. The trends in the size 
structure of these farms and sources of increase ii their 
area are also revealing. We can see that, while this 
category of farms has declined among marqinal holdinqs, 
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their number and area have increased in all other sizes 
of holdings: the percentage gain in both owned and 
tenanted area seems to be an increasing function of the 
size of operational holding. Most of the increase in the 
cperated area has come from the rented area. 

We can also see changes in the distribution of farm 
area bv tenure, with differences between.the Punjab and 
Sind for 1960 and 1972. 

Percentage of .Isil! .A~ 
Punjab Sing 

1.z 6 0 .till .11.§Q 1.z 1 ~ 

1 • All Farm Area 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 
2. Owner-Operated Area 52.2 54.6 36. 7 39.1 
3. Tenant-Operated Area 47.8 45.4 63.3 60.9 

a. Sharecropped ·Area 41. 5 36.8 60.5 53.4 
h. Rented or Leased 

Area (Cash) 4.5 7.9 2. 4 6.7 
c. Rent Free Area 1. 8 0.7 0.4 0.8 

The owner-operated area was clearly much higher in the 
Punjab than in Sind in both 1960 and 1972, though in both 
~rovinces it increased during this period. Most of the 
tenant-operated area in the Punjab and Sind was 
sharecropped, but it had apparently declined over time. 
Renting-out of land on fixed payment (cash or kind) was 
quite limited in the Indus basin. ~e al§o find in Ta~les 
3.18 to 3.20 .that 67 percent area of marg~nal holdings in 
Sind was tenant-operated in 1972, whereas it was qnlv 32 
percent in the Punjab. It declined in both provinces 
during 1960 to 1972. A similar pattern emerges among 
sroall farms. Among the very large farms~ leasing-out on 
cash or fixed rent basis was guite noticeable in the 
Punjab but not in Sind. ' 

FAEM FRAGMENTATION AND LAND UTILIZATION 

Two other aspects of agrarian structure, which can 
influence use and ~roductivity of land, are fa~m 
fragaentation and land utilization by size of holdings. 
Farm fragmentation in Pakistan ha~ remained a serious 
problem, and among the small farms it seems to have 
increased, particularly due to the inexorable pressure of 
population. In Table 3.22, we see that in the sixties and 
early seventies a higher proportion of farms were 
fragmented in the Punjab (62 percent) than in Sind (53 
percent). However, in both provinces, a higher percentage 
cf owner farms than tenant farms were fraqmen~ed. It is 
for this reason, and that small farms were mainly 
tenant-o~erated, that in Sind a much smaller proportion 
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TABLE 3.18 
Distribution of Operational Holdings by Size and Tenure in Pakistan, 
1960 ('OOO' Farms and Acres) 

Owner-cum-
All Farms Owner Farms Tenant Farms 

Farm Size 
(acres) 

Number Area Number Area Number Area 

All Sizes 
Pakistan 4,860 48,930 1,998 18,723 834 11,012 
Punjab 3,326 29,214 1,422 U,169 623 7,180 
Sind 679 9,698 137 2,819 60 1,411 

Under 5.0 
Pakistan 2,404 4,591 1,203 2,014 276 716 
Punjab 1,717 3,192 866 1,452 208 547 
Sind 174 529 38 106 5 18 

5.0-<12.~ 
Pakistan 1,340 10,903 434 '3,468 293 2,414 
Punjab 894 7,281 313 2,505 ,231 1,903 

, 
Sind 265 2,180' 44 360 ·18 157 

12.5-<25.0 
Pakistan 729 12,533 220 3,747 169 2,922 
Punjab 488 8,326 160 2,686 127 2,176 
Sind 159 2,776 28 505 19 336 

25.0-<50.0 
Pakistan 286 9,468 94 3,114 71 2,'382 
Punjab 180 5,903- 61 1,990 46 1-529 
Sind 61 2,044 16 548 12 407 

50.0-<150.0 
Pakistan 88 6,539 39 3,009 23 1,693 
Punjab 42 3,087 19 1,459 11 788 
Sind 18 1,372 9 677 5 398 

150.0 & over 
Pakistan 14 4,896 9 3,372 3 884 
Pu!ljab 5 1,426 3 1,078 1 237 
Sind 2 797 2 623 0.4 95 

,, 
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TABLE 3.18 (cont'd) 

Tenant Farms Owner Tenant-Operated Area 
Farm Size Opera-

(acres) ted 
Area Share- Leased/ 

Number Area Total Cropped Rented Other 

All Sizes 
Pakistan 2,028 19,195 24,959 23,971 21,271 1,941 759 
Punjab 1,282 10,865 15,252 1~.961 12,114 1,319 528 
Sind 483 5,468 3,559 6,136 5,864 232 40 

Under 5.0 
Pakistan 925 1,861 2,406 2,185 1,903 175 106 
Punjab 644 1,193. 1,752 1,440 1,266 114 60 
Sind 130 405 113 414 402 10 2 

5.0-<12.5 
Pakistan 613 5,020 4,784 6,119 5,383 571 165 
Punjab 350 2,873 3,552 3,729 3,199 419 110 
Sind 203 1,663 432 1,747 1,696 42 9 

12.5-<25.0 
Pakistan 340 5,864 5,323 7,210 6,480 549 182 
Punjab 202 3,464 3,877 4,448 3,908 403 137 
Sind 112 1,935 666 2,111 2,041 58 12 

25.0-<50.0 
Pakistan 121 3,972 4,417 5,051 4,570 345 136 
Punjab 74 2,384 2,853 3,049 2,695 255 100 
Sind 33 1,089 753 1,291 1,233 50 9 

50.0-<150.0 
Pakistan 26 1,837 4,007 2,532 2,251 185 96 
Punjab 12 839 1,961 1,125 955 104 64 
Sind 4 297 904 468 419 44 5 

150 & over 
Pakistan 2 640 4,023 874 684 115 75 
Punjab 0.4 111 1,256 170 91 25 54 
Sind 0.3 79 692 105 72 29 4 

Source: Government of Pakistan. Agricultural Census Organization. 
1960 Pakistan Census of Agriculture, Vol. II, 1963. 
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TABLE 3.19 
Distribution of Operational Holdings by Size and Tenure in Pakistan, 
1972 ('000' Farms and Acres) 

Owner-cum 
All Farms Owner Farms Tenant Farms 

Farm 
Size 
(acres) 

Number Area Number Area Number Area 

All Sizes 
Pakistan 3,762 49,061 1,569 19,400 897 15,160 
Punjab 2,375 31,030 1,008 11,951 683 11,050 
Sind 748 9,460 178 2,909 97 1,760 

Under 5.0 
Pakistan 1,059 2,563 650 1,432 125 402 
Punjab 619 1,503 397 896 81 270 
Sind 138 424 49 129 9 30 

5.0-<12.5 
Pakistan 1,501 12,338 449 3,916 381 3,204 
Punjab 926 7,619 332 2,604 296 . 2,502 
Sind 387 3,261 65 523 44 376 

12.5-<25.0 
Pakistan 794 13,061 248 4,085 250 4,269 
Punjab 549 8,942 169 2,732 201 3,427 
Sind 165 2,766 39 689 29 505 

25.0-<50.0 
Pakistan 289 9,215 - ·n.1 3,516 99 3,300 
Punjab 209 6,608 75 2,349 78 2,571 
Sind 39 1,247 16 514 10 346 

50.0-<150.0 
Pakistan 103 7,402 50 3,652 36 2,666 
Punjab 65 4,569 30 2,177 25 1,777 
Sind 13 1,013 8 605 4 267 

150.0 & over 
Pakistan 16 4,482 10 2,798 5 1,324 
Punjab 7 1,789 5 1,192 2 502 
Sind 3 748 2 448 1 235 
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TABLE 3.19 (cont'd) 

Farm 
Size 
(acres) 

All Sizes 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 

Under 5.0 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 

5.0-<12.5 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 

12.5-<25.0 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 

25.0-<50.0 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 

50.0-<150.0 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 

150.0 & over 
Pakistan 
Punjab 
Sind 

Tenant Farms 

Number Area 

1,296 
684 
472 

284 
141 

84 

621 
298 
278 

296 
179 

96 

79 
57 
12 

16 
10 

2 

1 
0.4 
0.3 

14,500 
8,029 
4,790 

731 
336 
264 

5,218 
2,513 
2,361 

4,708 
2,782 
1,573 

2,399 
1,687 

386 

1,085 
615 
140 

359 
94 
66 

Owner
Opera
ted 
Area 

26,388 
16,957 

3,700 

1,618 
1,020 

141 

5,288 
3,677 

669 

5,904 
4,172 

904 

5,024 
3,505 

680 

5,000 
3,074 

745 

3,556 
1,508 

561 

1 11 

Tenant-Operated Area 

Total 

22,672 
14,073 

5,759 

947 
482 
282 

7,050 
3,942 
2,591 

7,158 
4,769 
1,863 

4,191 
3,102 

566 

2,403 
1,495 

267 

925 
280 
188 

Share Leased 
Crop- or 
ped Rented Other 

18,915 
11,404 

5,047 

789 
387 
272 

6,282 
3,392 
2,495 

6,218 
4,031 
1,736 

3,372 
2·,459 

439 

1,704 
1,022 

166 

549 
111 
140 

3,344 
2,440 

634 

126 
77 

9 

677 
497 

84 

857 
684 
114 

747 
595 
122 

629 
433 

91 

310 
154 

12 

413 
229 

78 

32 
18 

1 

91 
53 
12 

83 
54 
13 

72 
48 

5 

70 
40 
10 

66 
15 
36 

Source: Government of Pakistan. Agricultural Census Organization. 
Pakistan Census of Agriculture 1972, Vol. II, Part I, 1976. 
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TABLE 3.20 
Distribution of Operational Holdings by Size and Tenure in Pakistan, 
1972 ('OOO' Farms and Acres) 

Owner Farms Owner-cum-Tenant Farms 

Farm Area Size 
(acres) Num-Number Area ber owner- share-

operated cropped leased other 

All Sizes 
Pakistan 1,569 19,400 897 6,988 6,351 1,584 237 
Punjab 1,008 11,951 683 5,006 4,719 1,204 121 
Sind 178 2,909 97 791 648 270 51 

Under 5.0 
Pakistan 650 1,432 125 186 171 36 9 
Punjab 397 896 81 124 119 23 4 
Sind 49 129 9 12 17 1 

5.0-12.5 
Pakistan '499 3,196- 381 1,372 1,553 245 34 
Punjab 332 2,604 296 1,073 1,215 195 19 
Sind 65 523 44 146 210 18 2 

12.5-25.0 
Pakistan 248 4,085 250 1,819 2,013 391 46 
Punjab 169 2,732 201 1,440 1,626 331 30 
Sind 39 689 29 215 247 38 5 

25.0-50.0 
Pakistan 111 3,516 99 1,508 1,374 374 44 
Punjab 75 2,349 78 1,156 1,080 307 28 
Sind 16 514 10 166 125 52 3 

50.0-150;0 
Pakistan 50 3,652 36! 1,348 926 344 48 
Punjab 30 2,177 25 897 605 246 29 
Sind 8 605 4 140 40 81 6 

150.0 & Over 
Pakistan 10 2,798 5 758 314 195 57 
Punjab. 5 1,192 2 316 73 102 11 
Sind 2 448 1 113 8 80 34 
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TABLE 3.20 (cont'd) 

Tenant Farms 

Farm Area 
Size Num-
(acres) ber 

share-
cropped leased other 

All Sizes 
Pakistan 1,296 12,564 1,760 176 
Punjab 684 6,685 1,236 108 
Sind 472 4,399 364 27 

Under 5.0 
Pakistan 284 618 90 23 
Punjab 141 268 54 14 
Sind 84 255 8 1 

5.0-12.5 
Pakistan 621 4,729 432 57 
Punjab 298 2,177 302 34 
Sind 278 2,285 66 10 

12.5-25.0 
Pakistan 296 4,205 466 37 
Punjab 179 2,405 353 24 
Sind 96 1,489 76 8 

25.0-50.0 
Pakistan 79 1,998 373 28 
Punjab 57 1,379 288 20 
Sind 12 314 70 2 

50.0-150.0 
Pakistan 16 778 285 22 
Punjab 10 417 187 11 
Sind 2 51 85 4 

150.0 & Over 
Pakistan 1 235 115 9 
Punjab 0.4 38 52 4 
Sind 0.3 4 60 2 

Source: See Table 3.19. ---
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TABtE 3.21 
Change in Distribution of Operational Holdings and Area by Size and 
Tenure in Pakistan and Provinces, 1960 to 1972 

Percentage Change Between 1960 and 1972 

Farm 
Size 
(acres) 

Marginal 
( <5 .O) 

Small 
(5.0 to 
<12.5) 

Medium 
(12.5 to 
<25. 0). 

Large 
(25.0 to 
<50.0) 

Very Large 
(50.0 and 
over) 

All Sizes 

Region Owner-
cum-

Owner Tenant 
Farms Farms 

Pakistan -46.0 -54.7 
Punjab -54.2 -61.1 
Sind +28.9 +80.0 
Pakistan + 3.5 +30.0 
Punjab + 6.1 +28.1 
Sind +47.7 +144.4 
Pakistan +12.7 +47.9 
Punjab + 5.6 +58.3 
Sind +39.3 +52.6 
Pakistan +18.1 +39.4 
Punjab +23.0 +69.6 
Sind o.o -16.7 
Pakistan +25.0 +57.7 
Punjab +59.1 +125.0 
Sind - 9.1 - 7.4 
Pakistan -21.5 + 7.6 
Punjab -29.1 + 9.6 
Sind +29.9 +61. 7 

Source: See Tables 3.18 and 3.19. 

Owner-
cum-

Owner Tenant Tenant 
Tenant Farm Farm Farm 
Farms Area Area Area 

-69.3 -28.9 -43.9 -60.7 
-78.1 -38.3 -50.6 -71.8 
-35.4 +21.7 +66.7 -34.8 
+ 1.3 +12.9 +32.7 + 3.9 
+14.9 + 4.0 +31.5 -12.5 
+36.9 +45.2 +139.5 +41.9 
-12.9 + 9.0 +46.1 -19.7 
-11.4 + 1.7 +57.5 -19.7 
-14.3 +36.4 +50.3 -18.7 
-34.7 +12.9 +38.5 -39.6 
-23.0 +18.0 +68.1 -29.2 
-63.6 - 6.2 -15.0 -64.6 
-39.3 + 1.1 +54.8 -41. 7 
-16.1 +32.8 +122.3 -25.4 
-46.5 -19.0 + 1.8 -45.2 
-36.1 + 3.6 +37.7 -24.5 
-46.6 + 7.0 +53.9 -26.1 
- 2.3 + 3.2 +24.7 -12.4 

of these farms were fragmented than in the Punjab. We 
also observe that fragmentation increased with size of 
operational holdings. Finally, during the sixties, 
fragmentation seems ~o have declined somewha~ more en 
tenant ~han cwner farms. 

Regional differences on farm fragmer.ta~icn within 
each province are also quite revealing. In the Puniab, a 
high degree of fragmen~ation is cbserved among small and 
marginal farms in the Northern and Western Regions, and 
it has increased over time. In the Eastern Region, while 
a high percentage of marginal farms were fragmented, 
proporticn of fragmented farms fell during 1960 to 1972. 
In the Central Region, farm fragmentation was the lowest, 
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TABLE 3.22 
Distribution of Fragmented Farms by Size in Pakistan and Provinces, 
1960 and 1972 

Percentage of Farms Fragmented 

Farm Owner Owner-cum Tenant 
Size Region All Farms Farms Tenant Farms Farms 
(acres) 

1960 1972 1960 1972 1960 1972 1960 1972 

Under 5.0 Pakistan 44.5 46.9 43.3 47.7 87.7 87.1 33.2 27.6 
Punjab 46.3 49.9 44.2 43.1 87.2 84.0 35.9 27.5 
Sind 15.2 20.2 17,8 19.9 64.4 87,7 12.4 13.3 

5.0 to Pakistan 71.5 63.9 71.4 63.1 93.8 90.8 60,9 47.4 
<12.5 Punjab 76,9 64.2 73,8 60.2 93.6 89.4 68,7 43,6 

Sind 48.1 53.0 46.2 48.4 88,0 93.2 44.9 47,6 
12,5 to Pakistan 79.3 71.1 73.4 67.9 93.9 93,0 75.8 54.8 
<25,0 Punjab 77 .6 66.2 72.1 66,2 93.6 92.3 72.0 48.1 

Sind 81.4 69.1 71.4 61.0 94.4 95.0. 81,8 64,6 
25.0 to Pakistan 85.8 79.4 82,0 78.6 96.7 94.6 82.3 61.1 
<50.0 Punjab 83.3 77.8 80.4 77.6 95.9 94.2 77,8 55.7 

Sind 90.5 80.4 86,6 73,7 97.8 94.4 89,8 77 .o 
50.0 to Pakistan 91,3 87.3 90.1 85.8 97.9 96.3 87,3 71.4 
<150.0 Punjab 89.4 86.6 89.9 85.0 97.0 96.2 82.2 66.8 

Sind 95.6 85.4 95.8 83.3 98.5 94.0 91.5 78.0 
150.0 and Pakistan 93.5 89.7 93.3 88.2 99.1 96.4 88.2 76.4 
over Punjab 94.3 88.9 94.8 88.5 97.5 94.9 83,0 65.3 

Sind 93.0 84.8 97.0 80.0 100.0 96.5 63.3 82.6 
All Sizes Pakistan 60.6 62.4 55.7 59.3 92.2 91.6 52.4 45.8 

Punjab 61.7 62.4 56.1 56,7 91.7 90.4 53.4 42.8 
Sind 52.7 52.5 51.8 47.5 90,8 93.4 48.2 46.0 

Source: See Tables 3.18 and 3.19, ---

especially among marginal farms, and it declined over 
time. It should be noted that in all regions proportion 
of fraqmented farms increased with farm size. Turninq to 
the two regions of Sind, farm fragmentation amonq 
marginal and small farms was much more limited than in 
the Punjab. Nawabshah was the only exception, in which 
fraq«€ntation of small farms was much higher than in any 
other district of sind and increased during the sixties. 
In all districts of Sind, as in the Punjab, proportion of 
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TABLE 3.23 
Share of Cultivated, Cropped and Irrigated Area in Total Farm Area by 
Farm Size in Pakistan and Provinces, 1960 and 1972 

Irrigated 
Cultivated Cropped Area Area as% of 

Farm Area as% of as% of All Cultivated 
Size Region All Farm Area Farm Area Area 
(acres) 

1960 1972 1960 1972 1960 1972 

Under Pakistan 86.2 91.6 99.9 121.6 64.5 74.5 
5.0 Punjab 87.1 95.7 96. 7 122.3 64.2 75.7 

Sind 92.8 96.7 122.2 138.9 91.4 95.9 
5.0 to Pakistan 88.2 93.4 99.1 112.6 71.9 80.0 

<12.5 Punjab 88.8 96.0 97.2 113.2 71. 7 79.0 
Sind 92.6 95.5 116.0 123.8 89.4 94.5 

12.5 to Pakistan 85.5 90.2 90.8 100.1 74.0 78.5 
<25.0 Punjab 86.1 93.1 91.6 103.7 74.7 78.4 

Sind 89.0 89.1 99.4 103.3 86.3 91.0 
25,0 to Pakistan 78.0 84.0 76.5 86.7 68.3 69.9 
<50.0 Punjab 79.3 88.2 80.5 94.2 73.4 71.9 

Sind 81.6 78.5 81.6 81.8 72.4 84.4 
50.0 to Pakistan 59.4 70.8 50.8 68.8 47.s" 59.5 

<150.0 Punjab 59.8 80.7 56.6 84.3 57,4 62.4 
Sind 66.5 62.7 60.9 58 • .5 43.3 76.9 

150.0 Pakistan 34.6 46.2 19.9 40.6 58.4 ,60.5 
and over Punjab 28.6 61.2 26.6 62.6 51.2 69.6 

Sind 33.0 54.1 25.1 47.2 69.6 78.0 
All Sizes Pakistan 76.1 ·&3.0 78.3 91.7 67.8 73.7 

Punjab 79.9 89.2 84.4 99.7 70.6 74.6 
Sind 80.7 84.6 89.1 99.8 78.9 90.0 

Source: See Tables 3.18 and 3.19. 

fraqmented farms increased with farm size. The maior 
difference between the Northern and Southern Regions· in 
Sind is that fragmentation in qeneral decreased in tbe 
south, but in tha north it decreased only among large 
farms and in fact increased on marqinal and small farms. 

Finally, a few words on various indicators of lar.d 
use. These are shown in Table 3.23. Larqer farms in all 
areas have lower land use and croppinq intensities than 
small farms. That the percentage of cultivated area 
increased durinq 1960 to 1972 reflects pressure cf 
populaticn en land, and it was more evident in the Puniab 
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than in Sind. While land use intensity increased durinq 
the twelve year period, it falls as farm size increases 
in both 1960 and 1972. This was particularly true among 
very larqe farms in Sind. This is supp6rted further ty 
more recent (1976) evidence on the extent to which owners 
of various sizes of holdinqs cultiva~ed their lands.13 

~ize of .Q~.£ Percen t,ggg of .QWDfil Area cuJ,j;i vaj;__g_g 
HoJgin.9 

Marqinal 
Small 
Medium 
large 
Very Larqe 

PunjA~ Sind 

78 
77 
74 
71 
57 

66 
64 
62 
62 
55 

It is apparent that larqer farms, especially in Sind, 
reqarded their landholding as a source of political power 
and sccial prestige and not necessarily as a means cf 
production to be used efficiently. This is stronqly 
su~ported by the fact that cropping intensity was also 
inversely related to size of operational holdinq in both 
1960 and 1972. cropping intensity is also affected ty 
percentaqe of cultivated area to which irrigation water 
was available. I shall return to problems of efficiency 
in land use, etc. by farm size in Chapter 6. 

SOME EXPLANATIONS OF CHANGES IN AGRARIAN STRUCTURE 

Let us recapitulate what we have observed en 
aqrarian structures in the Indus basin: 

1. Landownership structure was generally more 
concentrated in Sind than in the Puniab, though in 
both ~rcvinces there has been marginal reduction in 
top concentration. 

2. Chanqes in landownership structure during the 
seventies have increased number of marginal owners 
and their area, especially in the Puniab. Shares of 
all other classes of owners, except small cwners in 
Sind, have declined. Apparently a substantial share 
of the area of very larqe farms in Sind has been 
transferred to holdinqs of marqinal and small 
owne,rs, but in the Punjab most of it seems to have 
gone to large owners. 

3. Access to land has been less restricted in Sind than 
in the Punjab, because of extensive use of tenants 
by owners of larqe and very large farms in Sind, In 
the Pun;at, on the other hand, there is evidence of 
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qreater concentra~ion of access to land, and gains 
have teen made apparen~ly by medium and larqe owners 
who rented land from marqinal cwners. This trend 
toward greater concentration of use of land amonq 
larger farms is also supported by evidence on the 
increased proportion of self-cultivation of farms by 
owners of medium and large size holdinqs in the 
Punjab. We find that a similar trend has recently 
emerqed in Sind, ttough it has been less pronounced 
amonq large and very larqe farms. 

4. We have also found that increasinq proportion of 
marginal and. small farms, especially amonq the 
owner-operated in the Punjab, have become fragmented 
in the seventies, though fragmentation amonq larqe 
farms has not increased. 

The mcst important among these changes has been the 
apparently large increase in the number of marqinal 
cwners and their area in the Punjab during t~e seventies. 
This is in ·contrast with (a) increased concentration cf 
land use tcward larger farm sizes, (b) increasinq degree 
cf self-cuhivation, and (c) leasinq-out of land .by 
marginal and small owners to medium and large owners. In 
Sind, we see that there has been only a marginal decline 
in the concer.trati~n of landownership in favour of the 
small and marginal cwner holdings, indicatinq to some 
extent the increased availability of land to these 
qroups. ~he access to land in this province has been more 
diffused, which reflects sharecroppinq by tenants of a 
hiqh ~ropcrtion of the area of large and very larqe owner 
holdings. It should however.be pointed out that in Sind 
there has also been a tendency towards medium size 
holdinqs and increased self-cultivation of land by medium 
and large owners. 

The apparently large increase in the number of 
marqinal owners and area in the seventies, especially in 
the Punjab, would indicate that some landl~ss and 
marginal owners have acquired land. Ex~lanations of this 
~henomenon could be (a) that l~nd has been pu=chased by 
marginal and small owners from larqe and very larqe 
owners, (b) that land reform measures of 1972 have 
transferred land from the owners of very large holdinqs 
to marginal cwners and tenants, and (c) that demographic 
pressure has necessitated division of holdinqs. 

The most serious problem in interpretir.g the 
reported changes in landownership structure in the Indus 
basin during the seventies is that increases in the 
number of marginal owners and certainly in owner area 
among marqinal and small holdings cannot be accounted for 
by transfer of land from other groups of owner holdings. 
In fact, in the Punjab, there was a net increase in the 
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total owner area of 2.76 million acres between 1971 and 
1576, of which 2.73 million acres appeared as additional 
area of marginal hcldings. The apparent decline in the 
area held by owners of holdings of over 150 acres, 
perhaps due to the ceiling laws of 1972, seems to have 
been transferred to medium and large holdinqs. We also 
see that, in the Funjab, the number of all owners 
increased by l.19 million during \971 to 1976. Marginal 
cwners increased by 1.36 million and the number of owners 
in otner groups declined. Some of th~se new marginal 
owners could have been the former cwners of small 
hcldings. Is this large increase (36 percent) in the 
number of marginal owners a demographic ~henomenon? Is 
this due to increased division of owner holdings due to 
laws of inheritance? Is it a result of transfer of land 
to the landless or tenants? Answers to these questions 
are not easy to explore. For one thing, they will have to 
te related to the net increase in owner area which is net 
accounted for by the intergroup land transfers. Where did 
the net increase in owner area come from? Did the 
government allot new area in the seventies which was net 
privately owned? 

On examining the district data on landownership fer 
1971 and 1976, I find that over 84 percent of the new 
cwner area of 2.73 million acres is in three districts: 
Jhang, Bahawalnagar and Rawalpindi. In fact, in Jhang 
alone about 1.1 million acres of the new owner land were 
reported during this period. Also, I find that over 52 
percent of 1.19 million new owners ·reported in this 
period were in these three districts, although a 
sutstantial number of new owners were reported in the 
Eastern Region as well. In the absence of any, reported 
evidence ~f new settlement schemes on state larids in 
these districts, we can only speculate that much of this 
additional area m~y have been either excluded in the 
earlier records or transferred as marginal lands to the 
landless and tenants. Market transactions among ~arginal 
owners have not teen evidently large in any area of the 
Punjab. Land market has developed as a result of 
increased demand for land by medium and large size 
hcldings, and sharply increased land rents reported in 
the Punjab bear witness to it. There is some evidence 
that the observed increase in rental value of land has 
far exceeded increased land productivity, which will 
further support our assumption that the purchase of land 
by marginal owners could not have been a dominant 
factor.'' Increasing pressure of population on land must 
have contributed as well to this trend. 

In Sind, the number of owners increased by 69,000 
(12 percent) and the owner area increased by 239,000 
acres (2 percent). While we do not precisely know the 
source of additional area in Sind, the intergroup changes 
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in the owner area perhaps resulted from transfer of land 
£rem the very large holdinqs to some large and some small 
owners. T~e transfers to larqe farms (or within very 
larqe farms under 150 acres) could be to either preem~t 
or meet the provisions of the ceiling laws of 1972. I 
have found that over 83 percent of the new area reported 
during 1971 and 1976 was in three districts: Badin, Tatta 
and Nawabshah. Badin alone accounted for about 43 percent 
of this area. As for the increased number of owners 
during the seventies, about 49,000 were marqinal and 
2C,OOO were small owners. Not all of this increase in the 
number of marginal and small owners could have resulted 
frcm the transfer of land to the landless and tenants 
because of the land reforms of 1972. As we will see in 
Chapter 5, the number of such beneficiaries was far more 
limited. Most of this increase could then be assumed to 
te a demographic ~henomenon~ partly reflectinq the 
division of holdings through inheritance and partly 
increased ~ressure cf population. What is even more 
significant is that the additional area of 564,000 acres 
amcng marginal and small own~rs does not seem to have 
resulted from transfer of land due to reforms or from the 
market process. The a~parent decline in the area of other 
sizes of holdings was 325;000 acres. So the additional 
area we observe among marginal and small holdings could 
have either been exluded in the earlier reco·rds or 
transferred from the state lands. , 

When we turn to explain changes in the access to 
land, or the distribution of operational holdinqs, we see 
that small farmers and tenants in the Punjab were beinq 
squeezed out. !he averaqe size of farm of all households, 
of owners, and of owner-cu~1tenants increased durinq 19€0 
to 1972. The exception to this trend was perhaps the 7.0 
to 12.5 acre size of,farms. This reflects a practice, 
quite ccmmon in the landlord-tenant system of Sind, in 
which large landowners parcel out on average 10.0 to 12.5 
acres of land to each tenant. A similar practice exists 
in the Punjab, especially in the western Region where a 
landlord-tenant system dominates. This makes economic 
sense for landowners. Too small a tenant holdinq (say 
less than 10 acres) would involve unprofitable use of 
resources, especially of work animals and tenant 
families. Large tenant holdings~ on the other hand~ would 
allow tenants too large a share in economic and political 
power. 

Renting-out of land by marginal and small owners to 
larger cwners, which has evidently increased in the 
Punjab, is indicative of the hiqb correlation of leasing 
of land with ownership of l~quid assets and•land itself. 
This phenomenor. grew in prominence in the irriqated 
districts of the Punjab durinq the sixties, in which 
siqnificant policy changes were introduced to stimulate 
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ra~id agricultural grow~h in ~he Indus basin. These 
~olicies favoured the development of private tubewells, 
purchase of tractors, fertilizers, pesticides, and the 
use of r.ew seeds of wheat and rice. The -same forces can 
explain the increasing trend towards self-cultivation of 
land by medium and laiqe owners. The land reforms of 1959 
(and even of 1972) made little dent on t~e accessibility 

to land for the landless and marginal owners. ~hey mav 
have instead induced preemptive land ttansf~rs, tenant 
evictions and self-cultivation. How e1se can one explain 
the increased number of marqinal owners at t.he same time 
as operational holdings were becoming larger, especially 
in the Punjab? It seems appropriate then that we examtne 
the land tenure system of Pakistan and analYsse the nature 
of attempted land reforms in the last three decades. 
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NC'IES 

1. on this issue, several studies are now available. 
See, for instance, Eer=y and Cline, j.9.farian Structure, 
Chapters 3 and 4; Khan, Economics of ~he--~ieell 
Revolutior.. 

2. I have found some recent studies reflectinq 
problems of data, aggreqation ar.d limited scope of 
analysis. See: Ru~~l Develo.E.!!!gn1 in Bangladesh sDg 
Pakistan, Chapters 15 (Burki), 16 (Alavi), and 17 
(Gotsch); World Bank, ~~al'.J: gg~m~rs: S.M, Naseem, 

Regional Variation and Structural Changes: Their ~1igQ1~ 
on LabQJll AbsorBtion in Pakistan's Agriculture, Asian 
Employment Programme. (Banqkok, I. L. o., November 1379). 

3. A si1ilar set of figures had been cited for the 
Punjab by Pakistan Muslim League, Re~~~ Qf ~hg Ag~ian 
Committ~ (Karachi, 1949). 

4. Even at the end of 1959, number of these 
landowners had not declined noticeatly in either the 
Punjab or Sind: their numbers were 2,113 in the Puniab 
and 2,147 in Sind. These figures were given to the author 
by the Punjab Land Commission in November 1978. 

5. See Martial Law Regulation No. 64, 1959, and its 
later amendments. While i~ was the first nationwide 
attempt to restructure the land tenure system in (West) 
Pakistan, tenancy acts were passed in the Punjab and Sind 
in 1950. I shall discuss these in the next chapter. 

6. Evidence on land markets is guite limited, Some 
of it has been cited by Burki, Rural Devel..QJ;Jllen·t in 
Eangladesh and Pakistan, Chapter 15r and bys. Hirashima, 
The structure of DiSBftrity in Developing Agriculture 
('Ickyo: Institute of Developing Economies, 1978), 
Chapters 4, 5, and 6. 

7. There 
literature on 
related to the 
qiven reference 

has been substantial discussion in the 
issues of public policy, especially those 
"bimodal" approach in the sixties, I have 
to this in "Land Productivity," 

8. These figures are qiven by West Pakistan Land 
cormission, Lang ]efo~Jll~ Jn j~st Pakistan, Vol. III. 
(Lahore, 1 968). 

9. Figures on landownership for 1971 and 1976 were 
given tc the author by authority of the Punjab and Sind 
Land Commissions du=ing his visit to Pakistan in 1978, 
These data are disaggregated to the district level. 
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10. It is interesting to note that in 1971 over 22 
percent cf rural population in the Puniab and only 7 
percent in Sind owned land. 

11. The intermedian method is analytically a more 
convenient devi-ce than Gini-Lorenz curve tc compare 
changes in distribution of holdings within and between 
regions over time. See: v.s. Vyas, "Some Aspects of 
st:cuctural Change in Indian Agriculture," In_gJ.s.n JOU.£!!~1. 
Qi Agricultu~sl ~~onomi£§, 1979, 1:1-18. 

12. This problem has been discussed by S.M. Naseem, 
A National Profile cf Pover~ in Pakistan (Bangkok, 
1979). Mimeographed. · 

13. See: faki.§ta.n ce.nsu 2 Q.I Mirj,culture 1972, All 
Pakistan Report, Vol. II, Part 1, Appendix IV. These 
figures were provided by Federal Land Commission in 197E. 

14. See note 6. 
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Land, Reforms I: 
lnacti'on and Failure 

.. 

There are ~wo basic issues related to chanqes iTh the 
aqrarian str~cture of Pakistan. First issue is th~ rand 
systems which Pakistan inherited at its inception ,in 
1947. In this I shall include (a) an interpreta~fon of 
the histcrical antecedents of the land systems and (b~ a 
schematic formulation of their salient features. A 
dis~ussion of the land systems of Pakistan in their 
historical context must take into account,the .diversity 
of circumstances in the Indus basin. However, as we will 
see later, even with these differences, the land systems 
of the Punjat and Sind have shared in common one basic 
characteristic: they were domir.ated by predatory 
landlordism. 

The second issue is of land reforms. In this 
chapter, I shall first examine the nature of commitment 
to land reforms in a society in which political power has 
remained mainly in the hands of those, at least at the 
reqional level, who would stand to lose much ,frdm a 
successful policy of land reforms. I shall then analyse 
in the next chapter the nature and consequences of the 
land reform programmes of 1959 and 1972. The f,ormer· was 
enacted by Ayub Khan following the first CO.Jm d'e~s! in 
1S58, and the latter was promulgated by Zulfikar~Ali 
Bhutto following the dismemberment of Pakistan in 1971. 

LAND TENURE SYSTEMS OF PAKISTAN: A BACKGROUND 

The land tenure systems of Pakistan were concretized 
during the British ~~j in India, which began toward the 
end ·of the 18th century. The pre-British land systems, 
amcr~hous as they were, had by and large disintegrated 
during the latter period of the Mughal rule.~ HoweveD, 
the disinteqration of the traditional land systems in the 
Indus ,basin took place, as in other parts of the Indian 
sutcontinent, for quite different historical reasons. For 
instance, the land system of the Mughal period in the 
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Puniab had decayed during the 18th century and 
disinteqrated toward the end of the Sikh rule after the 
death of Ranjit Singh in 1839. At the time of annextion 
of the Punjat by the British, the land system was in 
chaos.2 In Sind, the traditional land system had decayed 
due to the interdynastic wars among the Muslim rulers for 
abcut 150 years preceding the British conguest in 1843.l 

There has been a lonq and interesting debate about 
the nature of the pre-British land systems, evolved 
mainly during the Mughal tule in India.• The debate has 
centred around the concept of ownership in land. was land 
privately owned and the owner paid to the sovereign a 
"remuneraticn of sovereiqnty and protection"? Or was the 
ruler the sole landlord, grantinq occupancy rights to 
individuals, and he in return =eceived rent frcm 
cultivatcrs? Or was the ownership of land subiect to 
simultaneous or competinq claims? I shall not discuss all 
as~ects of this debate, for it is not central to our 
analysis. I shall instead confine to those as~ects cf 
this question which are necessary in understanding the 
land tenure systems which Pakistan inherited in 1347. 

There is now some reasonable agreement that durinq 
the stable period of tije Mughal rule a farmer's position 
was of a state tenant, who paid rent to his landlord, the 
ruler, for the usufruct of land. However, in the latter 
stages of the Muqhal rule, occupancy rights had assumed 
the attributes of private ownership in practice, mainly 
because of the.erosion of central authority and with it 
the rise of, contending claims to power. There is also 
evidence that even during the predecay period of the 
Mughals occupancy rights could be mortgaged or alienated, 
al though this was limited to_ ttansfers within families er 
villages. Free alienation on individual basis was not 
recognised. What is even more significant is that the 
ruler collected from peasants payments ranging £rem 
one-third ~to one-half of the qross value of produce. 
Since the revenue collected was related to gross produce, 
and took no account of the cost of cultivation,. it could 
not reasonably be regarded as a tax on rental income. It 
was often itself a paymen~ for rent and left little 
reward to the peasant for his own labour and that of his 
animals. s 

The Mughals had established a strong a~d elaborate 
revenue system around 1571, during the reign of Empercr 
Akbar.& Land revenue was collected for the rule~,by his 
aqents, assigr.ees of larqe areas who were often among the 
influential individuals from villages. This alass of 
revenue farmers have been called ~gmi~da~§ (landlords)., 
The other class of assiqnees were given the right to 
collect for themselves land revenue f=om peasants wi~hin 
a specified area for thei= services to the ruler such as 
supplying troops in war. The assigned estates came to be 
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kncwn as j~_gi~§ (grants/gifts) and their holders as 
jg~irdars. 

After the death of Emperor Aurangzeb in 1707, the 
power of the central government eroded substantially in 
several parts of the Muqhal Empire. This accelerated ~he 
tendency among the zamindars and j_ggirdars, the two 
classes of revenue collectors, and the local chiefs to 
tecome entrenched intermediaries between the ruler and 
the ~~ot (peasant-cultivator). As the struggle for power 
intensified, in the face of internal strife and invasions 
from abroad, productive activities weakened, revenue 
administration was. broken and the traditional rights of 
cwnership and cultivation lost much of'their meaning~ In 
many areas, the intermediaries strengthened their claim 
on land and increased their held on peasants. Multiple 
claims on land and ,feudal relations between the ,I1;ot and 
zamindars became the major attributes of the land systems 
of India. Shelvankar has described it well: 

What Indian agrarian development created was 
thus a multiplicity of simultaneous and 
co-ordinate c~aims on the land. They were 
broadly of three kinds: the customary claims of 
the peasants in the village; the delegated or 
derivative claims of the intermediary; and the 
superior claims of the sovereign. Priva~e 
property in land, as ordinarily understood, can 
only arise when this triple claim has been 
systematised and unified in scme form or 
another.a 

These multiple claims were "systematised and 
unified" under the British rule in India. The agrarian 
system of British India had its origins in the Permanent 
Settlement of Bengal in 1793.9 This "Settlement", a term 
signifying the collection of revenue demand from the 
peasantry, conferred proprietorv rights in land on those 
whc were found as intermediaries between the ~YQi and the 
ruler (state) as revenue collector?• When the Mughal rule 
was working normally a ~s.minds~ was not, at least 
formally, a property owneri though be was assigned 
specific areas for revenue collection for the ruler. With 
the decline of the Mughal central power, the zsmindg~ (as 
also the j~irda~) took over de tgctg possession of land. 
The British in their first settlements then granted to 
this zamin~s~ a property right that in their judgement 
would be stable and ensure the collection of their 
revenue demand through him. These settlements set in 
motion a process of rural change in which the imposition 
of law and order and associated right& of ~roperty 
intensified the problem of landlordism, which re~ained 
its feudal character and created a definite class of rent 
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receivers.to As the British rule extended to other areas 
of India, and with the experience gained of the zamindari 
system of revenue settlements in Bengal, new settlements 
were undertaken.Lt 

The other major type of settlement, mainly in 
southern India, was the ~yot~~ri sys~em, in which the 
land revenue was collected directly from the ~Q1 through 
the state functionaries and not through the ~.fil!!indsrs. 
~his system did not prevent t.he emerqence·of parasitic 
landlordism, which in time became as much a prcblem in 
the ryotwari areas of southern·India as it had been in 
the zamindari areas of Bengal and Eihar, A form of 
intermediate revenue settlement between the ~s~inds~i and 
.I.,Yctwari systems came into effect in the Punjat in the 
second quarter of 13th century. This system was called 
the mahalwarj system, •which treated a village as a mahaJ 
(corporate body) and the cultivators there were jointly 
responsitle to the government for revenue. For this 
purpose, a village lambardar (headman) was reccgnised, 
who was himself an influential,zamindar or tultivator. 

As in other conqueted areas-of-India, the British 
set three basic.objectives in the Indus-basin after the 
conquest of Sind in 1843 and the annexation of the Puniab 
in 1849. The first task of the colQnial power was 
naturallt to stabilize the.law and order conditions. This 
was achieved mainly by military power and later·by the 
impositic~ of•a strong civil admiQistration, facilitated 
by infrastruc~ural development in roads and railways. But 
coersion alone could not have sustained stable conditions 
for the new rulers. 

The second task ~hen was to make "friends among the 
enemy" and procure n6cessary funds for ~he 
administrationa This was to be achieved by,establishing 
in this mainly rural society land institutions which will 
recognise the right of private ownership in land, These 
rights were recognised on large estates held by the 
~amindars (and jsgird~) and on small pieces held by the 
ryot. The first revenue settlements in the Puniab and 
Sind were fixed in cash as specified portion (half of tte 
net produce) appropriated by the ~s~in~s~ frcm the gross 
pxoduce of land cultivated ·by the ~za~s or h~~i 
(tenant). The only class of landowners whc were exempt 
from payment of ,land revenue were those whose es-:ates 
were recognised as jagi~ lands. These revenue-free grants 
either were given to some fot their su~port to the new 
rulers or existed previously which the British allowed to 
continue. 

The ,~hird task was~.to increase aqricultural 
production, esp~cially of crops for which the demand fer 
industrial use ,was i·ncreasi·rrq in Britain. This was first 
attempted in the Punjab in the last quarter of 19th 
century bv establishing an extensive system of canal 
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irriqation and by colonisinq the crown waste lands. A 
similar development was undertaken in Sind in the first 
quarter cf this century. Coloni~ation in the Funiab was 
also seen as an important source of creating yeoman 
farmers, with a "moderate inf.us.ion of the capitalist 
element 11 .12 However, in these settlement schei~s the 
landless tenants and village artiqans were not th~ major 
beneficiaries. Major beneficiaries were those in- the 
society who had proved their loyalty to the B;itish cause 
in India and in some way demonstrated dexterity a~d 
enterprise. 

The revenue settlements of the British, with revenue 
demand set at rates lower than the rent, created private 
rent property. Land assumed commerical value. These 
conditions did not clearly exist in the pre-British 
period, because the revenue demand was either equal to er 
even exceeded the rent. Private rent property was zero. 
Fure rent receivers, landlords, could net have existeg in 
that system, nor could the private l~~se holders ~m~fqe. 
There was at best little scope ~or a land market to 
develop. Land market then emerged within a feudal system 
for the first time in India.13 

While peasant-proprietors were small in number and 
owned a limited portion of private land, especially in 
Sind, tte introduction of cash demand by the Britisb 
forced many a small ~Y2! into debt to moneylenders 
(mainly village merchants) who became lando~ners tv 
acquirinq lane tbrouqh alienation from those who could 
not bear the perpetual burden 9f de~t. With.landlords, 
who were mainly atsentee rent recei~er~, leasehpldinq by 
moneylenders also became an important featur~ of.the land 
tenure systems of the Punjab and sind. With the passage 
of time, these leaseholders became yet another layer of 
absentee landlords. There were two serious problems 
associated with this proce 9s. First, whil~ mqst of the 
original landcwners and cultivators in the Punjab and 
Sind were Muslims, the leaseholders (moneylenders) were 
mainly Hindus, second, the process,of land alienation had 
ttansferred 20 to 40 p.ercent of the land to new. owners .• 
This process was halted to ~ome extent in the Punjab 
after the Land Alienation Act of 1901. However, it 
ccntinued in Sind until the 1930s.'' 

Tillers of land were mainly muzaraeen and haris 
(tenants-at-will), whose riqhts to cultivate land were 

not recognised in law or practice. Their tenure on land 
was tenuous, dependent on the will of ~amindg£§ and 
jagirdars. There were also some occupancy tena_nts in the 
Punjab, called ~aur~si muzaraeen, whose rights exts~ed in 
law thouqh they were not necessarily respected in 
practice. Tenan~s-at-will, ha~.i.§, were almost the only 
kind of sharecroppers in Sind; they were also predominant 
in the Punjab. The only class of occupancy tenants in 
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Sind were on jggir lands. They were called mukhggi~E• 
They enjoyed the usufruct of these lands. Some of them 
accumulated large areas, which they in turn parcelled out 
to haris for cul~ivation. The landlords rented land to 
tenants~on a sharecropping basis. !he share of the 
landlord varied between 50 and 60 percent of the qross 
produce and was paid in kind, thus the term batai fer 
this system of sharing produce in kind. !his was not all, 
Tle landlords exacted from their tenants abwa.!1 and .hab.Q.Ql! 
(levies and perquisites) and also llgg~~ (free labour), To 
these problems I shall return in the next section. 

With the recognition of absentee landlordism, and 
its protection by the British in the Indus basin as in 
other parts of India, there emerged an agrarian system 
which could not have led to economic deve~opment. The 
fusion of the feudal rural society and Britis~ 
administration decisively eliminated the chances fer 
positive chanqe in India. The economic surplus which 
peasants created was appropriated by those in the society 
whc failed to invest in industrial qrowth. The relative 
abundance of land was fast disappearing and the peasant 
po~ulaticn was risinq at unprecedented rates, with their 
consequent adverse effects on prospects of growth and en 
the condition of peasants. The problem cf 
underdevelopment was intensified further by the qrowing 
imbalance between land and population. The ·British 
settlements gave birth to an economic and political 
system which could not qet the Indian society in general 
and peasantry in particular out of the morass cf 
tackwardness. This system reinforced feudal relations on 
land which, thodgh asymmetrical, provided a measure cf 
stability for the colonial 1>ower to rule India. is 

THE LAND SYSTEMS OF PAKISTAN 

There is no,easy way to capture all of the central 
features of the land tenure systems which existed in 
Pakistan in 1947. I have attempted a schematic 
formulation in Chart 4.1. There were essentially two land 
systems in the Indus basin, with regional variations in 
tenurial arranqements, in layers of intermediaries en 
land and in the degree of land concentration. The 
dominant among these two wa~ the landlord-tenant system. 
The other system was of peasant-proprietors or 
owner-cultivators. 

While ~recise estimates on owners, tenants, etc. are 
not available for 1947, it is es~imated that over 75 
percent of the agricultural population was of 
peasant-proprietors and tenants in the Punjab and Sind. t6 

It is also estimated that most farms in Sind were 
Operated by tari~ and they cultivated over 50 percent of 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



Non-Revenue Lands 
(jagirs) 

Landlords 

(jagirdars) 

Occupancy Tenants 
(mukhadims) 

Tenants-at 
-will 

(haris/muzaraeen) 

Tenants-at 
-will 

CHART4.1 
The Land Tenure System ~n Pakistan (circa 1947) 

Lease 
Holders 

1 
Tenants;at 

-will 

Revenue Lands 

Landlords 

(zamindars) 

-occupancy 
Hereditary Tenants 

(maurusi haris/muzaraeen) 

I 

Tenants-at 
-will 

Small Owners 

(ryot) 

Self
cultivators 

(k!Jud-kasht) 

Tenai;its-at-will 

... 
w ... 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



132 

the cultivable area. In the Punjab, over 58 percent of 
the cultivated area was farmed by muzaragg~. 
Landownership was highly concentrated in both prcvinces. 
Owners of holdings of over 100 acres constituted only 2 
percent and 9 percent of all cwners in the Puniab and 
Sind, but they owned 41 percent and 52 percent of area in 
the two provinces. The really large landowners, with 
holdings cf ever 500 acres, constituted 0.5 percent and 
one percent of all owners, but owned 25 and 30 percent cf 
the area. It should also be remembered that most larqe 
hcldinqs (ranging frcm 50 to 75 percent) had a very high 
percentage of their area uncultivated. Cultivated areas 
of these holdings were operated mainly by tenants: 75 
percent in Sind and 60 percent in the Puniab. 
Peasant-proprietors, with holdings of 5 acres or less, 
were evidently more numerous in the Puniab than in Sind: 
67' percen": of all owners in the former and 30 percent in 
the latter. However, they owned only 30 and 4 percent of 
all area. Most of these peasant-proprietors were ~n the 
newly settled and irrigated areas (canal colonies and 
central districts) of the Punjab. 

In the landlord-tenant system, the first group 
controlled most of the land, although it was small in 
number. the second group, though numerous, owned no land 
and enjoyed few if any permanent or recognised rights to 
its cultivation. The ~mi~da.£.§ had rights of ownership 
which were heritable, partible and alienable. Only some 
jagir· lands were not heritable. Most ~mingg~E parcelled 
their lands out to tenants in small lots, usually of less 
than 15 acres. A ~min~g~ used an ahalkar or a tgmdar 
(supervisor) on tenants. ~e paid to the state as land 
revenue about 50 percent o~-his net rental share in tte 
Punjab (and 33 percent in Sind) for each matured crop. 

The tenants were mainly landless sharecro~pers, who 
traded their labour and that of a pair of oxen for a 
return which in theory was about one-half of the crcp 
output they produced on zamindar•s land. The tenants 
supplied seeds and i~~lements and paid water charges, but 
they did net pay land revenqe to the state. The hari 2 in 
Sind enjQyed no legal rights on tenancy: their contract 
with zami.n.gg.I.§ was verbal and annual. Similar terms 
existed ' for the ordinary 1!!.!!1,argggn in the Punjab. Fer 
maurusi muzaraeen, their tenancy rights and contract with 
zamindar were to be regulated by the Punjab Tenancy Act 
of 1887. The conditions of occupancy for these tenants 
were by no neans easy to fulfil in practice, reducing 
their status to that of tenants-at-will. 

There were then two basic features of the 
landlord-tenant relationship on land, namely (1) the 
hataj system, and (2) the temporary tenure a tenant held 
at the pleasure of his landlord, who at least in Sind 
requlated the tenancy by a system of shifting 
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cultivation. The batai system haq tw-0 parts. Ffrst, tnere 
was the distribution of crop shares between landlord and 
tenant on a 50: 50 or 40: 60 _basi~s· ,Secon,d, a Zs.!!!i.!!lli 
charged his tenant JUJ!s.B or ~ob, ,wh)._Fh ,;~nged in 
number from five tc twenty. Their num~er depended on 
tradition in a par..ticular area. 'Their total bite on a 
tElr.ant• s share varied 'from about 5~ to' 30 percent'. Many 
tenan ts-at-wi·ll were also req~irea: to i:rovig.e bem~i· to 
zamindar on demand. In Sind, a zamindar assigned to a 
tenant each year a different parcei of land, suyposedly 
to rotate croi:s in a water-scarce 9-griculturaJ.. sy .. stem, 

In disputes. arising from th,e batai system, no legal 
protection existed for the landle~s te~ants in any arep. 
Even in the case cf occupancy tenants ip the Punjat. 
where such legal protection did exi.sJ, .j:he- 'pplitis:.al 
influence of ll.!!!!J!dar with revenue officials .at tpe loc,?* 
level determiped the outcome of dispute~. Li·ke muc;h el,pe,, 
the bataj system was maintained by the power ~F 
zai,indars. More significantly, this system of er.op 
sharing militated against the development of agriculture 
as it was unjust to tenants in the extreme. There existed 
no incentive for the tenant to expand production. By t~e 
same token, it did not create any pressu+e on the 
landlord to undertake investmant to make crop production 
more efficient. With the ownership of large landed 
estates concentrated in the hands of these llIDinda£§, it 
encouraged absentee landlordism. The transfer of su~plus 
£rem the tenaijt to zamindgf was ensured by the social and 
political power enjoyed by landlords in the society, 
buttressed of course by the legal and ~dministrative 
structure of the state. 

Peasant-proprietors played an impo4tant role only in 
the newly settled areas of the Punjab, Many of thes~ 
cultivators had lost their lands to moneylenders. Those 
whc survived faced a new menace re.suiting fr~,m in<;r~ased 
fragnentation of holdings. Fra.qmentation of holdings 
in~ensified because of rising population on land and 
operation ~f the pustomary law of inheritanc~ amo;q 
Muslims. In some areas, many of these small ,owners could 
not sustain' their families entirely· on their own 
holdings. They. became progressively tenants as well. So 
their existence was only slightly les·s precarious than of 
the landless tenants. • 

Differences thougp there were between the Punjab and 
Sind provinces, the rural scene in the Indus basin was 
dominated by two factors, Most power resided in the hands 
of those who were small in number but whose economic 
contribution to agricultural output was ~hat ~he~ owned 
and controlled large tracts of land. Most ~eapants, en 
the other hand, were landless tenants and ,,all owners. 
The tenure of ~he landless tenant was tenupus and the 
existence of small owner ~~sonly slightly better. The 
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asymmetrical relations in this predominantly 
landlord-tenant system were maintained and reinforced by 
the monopoly power of the absentee landlords and 
sui:ported by the state. The characterisation of tenants, 
no matter which source one cares to select among many, 
clearly established them as cultivators who had lcw 
economic and social status and whose surpluses were 
transferred to a dominant class of rulers, the 
llIDind_gg. 17 

The major attributes of the land system of Pakistan 
in 1947 were: (1) concentration of landownership, (2) 
absentee randlordism, (3) temporary and uncertain tenure 
of sharecropi:ers, (4) sharecropping in kind with levies 
and perquisites, and (5) highly fragmented holdings of 
small and marginal cwners. Thus the land problem in 
Pakistan manifested itself in concentration of land in 
the hands of a minority of landlords who neither managed 
nor cultivated their lands and in the dissociation frcm 
ownership of majority of peasants who cultivated land 
over which they had few 1r any rights. The central 
qµestion of land policy was then the removal cf 
discrepancy between ownership of land and its 
cultivation. I now turn ~o analyse the attempts made in 
Pakistan t~ restructure the land system and their 
consequent effects on the economy.is 

L~ND REFOR~S IN PAKISTAN, 1947 TO 1958: A STORY OF 
FAILURES 

The demand for a separate homeland for Muslims' cf 
India was led by the All Ih'dia Muslim League. Despite the 
fact that the leadership of Muslim League was firmly in 
the hands of landlords, at least at the regional level in 
parts of British India which now constitute Pakistan, the 
political rhetoric of the party included land reforms to 
~rest power fro~ the British rulers. Promises of change, 
~ncluding land reforms, were independent of the social 
character of the elite who were demanding Pakistan, It 
shculd, bowever, be noted that, unlike the specific 
commitments by the All India National Congress, Muslim 
league bad at no time before 1947 formulated a programme 
cf reforms for the new state of Pakistan. Islam provided 
the political ideology. Islamic egalitarianism, justice 
and brotherhood were the oft-repeated slogans on public 
i;latforms. 

Landlords were the largest single group in the 
Central Muslim League Council. Their position was even 
more dominant in the regions now in Pakistan. For 
instance, about 50 percent of ~he councilmen from the 
Puniab and over 60 percent from Sir.d were landlords.1 9 

There were scme young' Muslim Leaguers, mainly from the 
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areas which are new in India and Banqladesh, who 
exi:ressed deep concern about the peasan~s and ~he 
parasitic nature of their landlords. Similar concern was 
voiced on occasions by some young leaders from the,Punjab 
and sind, although they were regarded "radical" and 
"socialist 11 .20 While Mohammed Ali ·Jinnah, (himself not a 
landowner) was the undisputed leader of Muslim Leauqe, he 
cculd not antagonise the traditional elite o! Muslims, 
~..fill)indars and ~i~ (reliqious lead~rs), at.a time when 
the struqqle for Eakistan was most intense agai~st th~ 
British and Hindus. He did, ho,eve~, speak out 
occasionally en issu.es of poverty and development; 

The creation of Pakistan predic~ably increased· the 
power of landlords. The departure of the British 
administrators and Hindu moneylenders made the ex~rcis~ 
cf power more convenient and visible. In.the confusion, 
which followed the partition!nq of British India, many 
landowners gained additional lands. This they did in 
several ways. Some of them purchased it from.the fleeinq 
Hindus at ncminal prices. Others managed to get more land 
by their influence on revenue officials. Still others 
held de fa£to possession of what ~as the state evacuee 
property. It was, however, necessary for the rulinq elite 
to appear to be ccnce=ned about remedying the hardships 
faced by peasants, especially tenants-at-will who formed 
tle larqest section in rural areas. 

The landed elite had to gain political leqitimacy in 
the new state. It was no lonq~r possible for the newly 
established regime to continue enjoyinq mass support 
without formalising into a definite programme the pledges 
they had made to their constituents in the name of Isla~. 
The British ruler and Hindu moneylender had gene. Who 
were now ":he opi:;ressors of the lan.dless and small 
peasantry? An Islamic state could not be compatible with 
a feudal land system, although the syste~ had so far been 
dcminated by Muslim landlords. There was,also ;he concern 
that agricultural staqnation couldJ in the face of 
increasinq population, undermine the stability of the new 
regime in Pakistan. The replacement of a ,largely 
unproductive landed gentry by a landowinq class actively 
interes~ed and engaged in farming appeared to be one cf 
the most important conditions for agriculturpl progress. 
Further, the rural scene was by no ~eans harmonioue: 
landlord-tenant disputes and sporadic clashes in the 
Punjab and Sind were reported. The law and order 
situation was not entirely under con~rol in several parts 
of the country.21 Finally, the influx of over seven 
million Muslim refugees from India created. new problems, 
among which was the question of their resettlement en 
evacuee lands. As we will see later, tr.is problem 
complicated further the claims of local landless tenants, 
particularly in Sina.22 
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The Muslim league A~ian Committee ReportL 1949 

The first general commitment to land reforms at the 
national level appeared in the Report of the Aqrarian 
Committee of Pakistan Muslim Laague in June 1949.23 This 
report made a forceful ·expression of concern about the 
land problem and stressed the need to institute aqrarian 
reforms. It was partly an·admission of failure of the 
provincial administrakions to make any movement toward 
change in the asymmetrical relationships on land. With 
these I shall deal in the next two sections, because the 
differences in apprdaches between the Punjab and Sind to 
land reforms were clearl1 nec~ssitated by their specific 
land problems. 

The Muslim Leagu~- Agrarian Committee, led by a 
landlord frbm tRa PunjaB, aftet quotinq extensively =rom 
statements of Mohammed Ali Jinnah (who died in 1948), 
stated the-pa~ty'~ objectives in following terms: 

The economic ideoloqy of the Muslim Leaque 
ther~fore is precise and definite. It is based 
on the democratic and egualitarian princi~les of 
islam- in which thereris no room for oppression, 
exploitation or enslavement. More specifically, 
in the field ct aqrarian relationships, an 
appli~ation of th~ ideology of the Muslim Leaque 
can ohly mean a liquidation of feudalism •••• 2• 

C t ~ 

In order to further emPhasize its intent, the committee 
added: 

The statesmanship, the inteqrity and the vision 
of the leadershi~ of the Muslim League is on 
t~st. ~he Muslim Lea~u~ is called upon to 
formulate an economic policy which ins~ires the 
common man with the faith that the future 
struct"ure 6f Pakistan is, going to be based on 
economic jll'S~ice, and tha~ the maldistribution 
of w~alth shall te redressed in favour of those 
who labour ahd toil. Unless a clear and precise 
ptoqra~me is, fbrmulated which is not based on 
vaqfie ifeheralisation and pious but insusbtantial 
expr~ssion of gobd~intentions, but actually lays 
down the definite steps by which an unambiguous 
seties of refor~s are to be carried out in a 
speciried period, it is not possible, nor would 
the?'e' be an? justification for sus-taininq 
amonqst the people any real interest or 
confiaence in the Muslim League.ZS 

The last sentence in this quotation .was almost prophetic, 
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as events in the early fifties disintegrated the Muslim 
League. The committee first examined the land tenure 
systems of Pakistan and concluded: 

••• an equitable and prosperous land system in 
Western Pakistan must be founded on a state 
regulated ownership of holaings by 
self-cultivating peasant farmers, coupled with 
the economic enlargement of the size of 
holdinqs, promotion of scientific methods of 
intensive farming and cooperation in various 
aspects of agriculture through the intervention 
of village communities. This must involve the 
gradual elimination from our economy of 
landlordism and all superior but idle interests 
in land above the actual cultivator.2& 

The committee tem~ered its rhetoric with emphasis en 
the character of Muslim League as a "representative 
orqanisation of every class and, interest of the people of 
Pakistan". It, therefore, went on to stress the need to 
"seek adjustments of the social structure in an 
evclutionary rather than in a violent manner". To 
accommodate its rhetoric with emphasis en gradualism, tbe 
committee divided its recommendations into two parts. 
Part I contained the "minimum steps" which were tote 
taken to "reform our· present land syst-em and bring relief 
tc the tiller of the soil from the most oppressive 
features of feudalismu.~1 P4rt II includeu 
recommendations which would provide "a rea·l solution cf 
our agrarian p:::oblems". These -recommendations were to l:e 
iD'plemented "within the s·hortest practicable space of 
time". It is quite evi-dent that members AJf the committee 
we:.::e sensitive tc what was at that tim-e polj.tically 
acceptable to the landed interests in Pakistan. 

We should look at these recommendations for at least 
two reasons. First, they will provide some measure of the 
incongruity which existed between the suggested programme 
and the interests of those who dominated the Muslim 
League. Second, since they presented the first concrete 
programme for agrarian reforms in Pakistan, we will get a 
perspective within s,.Which the land reforms of 1959 atd 
1972 can be assessea.2e 

A. ~~Q~~nd~tions 9i Part l.i Short-Term Measures 

1. Immediate abolition of j 9.9ir§ (and inam~) without 
compensation. 

2. occupancy tenants, as existed in the Punjab, should 
become cwners. The new owners could make payments 
within four years for this land directly to 
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landlo~ds or through the s~ate. Payment was tote 
fixed at four times the annual rent. 

3. Tenants-at-will, predominant in all reqions, were to 
be given greater security of tenure: 

a. period of tenancy should increase to at least 15 
vears: 

b. all contracts between landlord and tenant should 
l:e written: 

c. conditions of eviction will be those specified 
in the Punjab Tenancy Act of 1887, which created 
occupancy tenants: 

d. the leaseholder of a landlord's land should also 
be bound ty a written contract. 

4. Landlord was to be allowed an area not exceedinq 25 
acres for ~hudkg~ht (self-cultivation), and it could 
not be expanded later by alienation, etc. 

5. Landlords could demand from tenants ren~, of which a 
statutor~ limit could be fixed in the GOntract or 
aqreed upon between landlord and tenant. All ·~evies, 
perguisites, servic~s must be abolished. 

6. Cash rent should replace rent in kind: a slidinq 
scale system of payment of rent, as for land 
revenue, should be established. Since the committee 
thought that the cha~qe from kind to cash rents 
would take some time, it suqgested chanqes in the 
batai system as follows: 

a. share of landlord should not exceed 2/5ths cf 
the gross prcduce; 

b. normal expenses of cultivation should be 
incurred by tenant, but his minimum share in 
qross produce s~ould be 3/5ths; 

c. if an existing agreement allows a tenant a more 
favourable share, he should continue to get it; 

d. if a landlord leases his land, the total share 
of landl~rd and lessee should not exceed 2/5ths 
of the gross produce. 

7. Peasant-proprietors, and small owners should continue 
to pa~ .. land :revenue as tax to the state, but owners 
of large ~arms should be subject to aqricultural 
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income tax as well. 

8. On aqricultural labour and village artisans, the 
committee recommended introduction of minimum waqes, 
workinq hours, unemployment insurance, health 
insurance, pensions and medical aid, etc. 

B. Recommenda~ions of Part II: Long-Term Measures 

1. Large landed estates in private hands ·can be 
abolished in followinq steps: 

a. ceiling on landownership: maximum area cf 
individual holding was to be 150 acres, cf 
irrigated land or up to q50 acres of unirriqated 
land; 

b. land above this ceiling should te resumed by the 
state; 

c. owners of resumed land were to be Raid 
compensation by a slab system, with a maximum of 
Rs. 1.5 million. Some of this payment was to be 
in cash and the rest in qovernment bonds at qj 
annual interest and redeemable in 20 years; 

d. to ~revent expansion of private holding, 
leqislation should be passed prohibitinq 
acquisition of land above the ceilinq by 
purchase, gift or inheritance; 

e. resumed land was to be redistributed to tenants, 
landless workers and small cultivators: the 
guiding principle was to be the "economic size 
of holding", an area which an average size 
family could cultivate for it~income without 
using permanent hired workers. 

2. The committee presented three alternative methods cf 
land redistribution: 

a. sell resumed land in parcels to individual 
cultivators, tenants, landless workers; 

b. rent out land in parcels to peasant-cultivators 
on a permanent basis and the state remains its 
owner; 

c. distribute resumed land to homesteads of 
cultivators who form village ccmmuni~ies 
organised on the basis of cooperative farming. 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



140 

The committee recommended that an expert team could 
explore the alternative methods of land redistribution. 
Its own preference was for cooperatives or collectives at 
the village level, which will be controlled by the state. 
The committee was clearly confused and ambivalen~ on the 
new state o~- landownership, especially because it was 
concerned about the Islamic laws on private property and 
its inheritance. 

While the committee was in favour of goinq slow en 
its long-term measures in Part II, the members wanted 
their recommendations on tenancy reforms leqislated 
immediately. The committee thought that the work cf 
tenancy legislation and :abolition of .isgi£§ could te 
"watched by" locally-constituted and representative 
village bodies". Also, it stated that "it would te 
appropriate if the steps to implement these 
recommendations are taken directly by the Central 
Pakistan Government and not left piecemeal to the various 
Provincial Gcvernmentsn.29 The reasons were that this 
ap~roach will create a uniform agrarian structure 
throuqhout Pakistan and al~o reflect a broad policy 
commitment by the Muslim Leaque regime. I·suspect that 
the members were also influenced by the demonstrable 
failures of tenancy reforms, wnich had been recommended 
for Sind and were under way in the Punjab. 

The Pakistan Muslim League council accep~ed these 
recommendations. The Report was then apparently filed by 
the Muslim League government. No acticn followed. To he 
fair, the Retort perhaps exerted some influence on the 
outcome of tenancy reforms in the Punjab and Sind in ~he 
early fifties. In any case, it became an important source 
cf refer~nce for. future documents en l~nd reforms in 
Pakistan! 

It seems appropriate that we now turn our attention 
to the 'provinces of the Punjab and Sind separately. While 
these two provinces shared the pathology of feudalism, 
there were significant differences in the structure cf 
holdings, tenancy and in the approaches adopted to 
readjust agrarian r~lations. 

The land system of tne Punjab. developed mainly 
during the British administration after 1849. The first 
settlement recognised private ownership of land, with a 
landlord-tenant system taking the doKinant positicn 
alcngwith some peasant-proprietors. The British kept, as 
in other areas· of India, larqe tracts of land in the 
har.ds of the state. These iands were colonised with the 
establishment of an irrigation system in 1870s. In the 
new settlers on these lands'the British administrators 
saw the beginning of Yeomanry in the Punjab.30 
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To maintain social and political stability, the 
British legislated in 1887 the Punjab Tenancy Act, which 
was to regulate landlord-tenant rela t.ion~. It created ,a 
measure of security to some tenants against evictions, 
levies and perquisites. .These t.enan":s were· tilen called 
ma~~~si ~~sra§§B or occupancy ten~nts. Perhaps the most 
critical requirement for a ten~nt ·tb acquire the new 
sta-tus was that he should have., 'occupied a parti-cular 
piece of land for ,over twenty, years •. ,The other problem, 
which assumed serious proportion~ towprds th€ end of the 
19th cent~ry, was the alienation and transfer of lan~ 
from the cultivating owne=s (smal~ peasant-proprietors) 
to noncultiva~ing owners (moneylenders). This transfer 
resulted mainly from the unbear,able fetters· of debt in 
which the small owners ~ere c~ught. Mere significa~tly, 
small owne~s. were largely Muslims and moneylenders ·were 
mainly non-Muslims (Hindus) who had no direct interes~ in 
the use of land. The transfer of land, and the 
concomitant transformation of the fcrmer owners into 
del:t-ridden tenants, created a new layer of 
intermediaries on lan~ who had interest only in its 
produce. To arrest the power of peasants to alienate 
their land to aoncultivating classes, the British 
administration passed the Land Alienation Act in 1901. 3 1 

At the time of parititon of India, Puniab had a 
predomi~atly landlord-tenant system, in which only a 
small proportion of tenants enjoyed occupancy rights. The 
other land system, the owner-op~rated, was partly a 
prod uci: of the firs~t British. settlement an<L partly a 
result of land colonisation schemes. The major proble,m of 
these farms, at least in the Ce~tral and Northern 
districts, was their increasing fragmentation~ Even in 
the newly settled areas, fragmentation of small owner 
farms and creation of landlord-tenan": re.lations had 
tecome serious problems. 

After the creation of Pakistan, and a~ the behest of 
the Muslim League Agrarian Committee, the Punjab 
government appointed a Tenancy Laws Enquiry Committee in 
1949. This committee recommended three measures, namely, 
( 1) abolition of occupancy tenancy, (2) transfer of 
ownership right to occupanc~ tenants, and (3) abolition 
of payments by tenants to landlords of nonstatutory 
exactions, haboob, and the guarantee of security to 
ten~nts-at-will. Of these recom-mendations, the Punjab 
government legislated only one by amending the Punjab 
Tenancy Act of 1887. The amen~ment abo,lished payment cf 
levies and perquisites by tenants to landlords. The 
amended act was called the Punjab Tenancy Act of 1950.32 
consequent to the latqe-scale evictions of tenants in 
Sind, ~hich followed the passaqe of Sind Tenancy Act of 
1950, the Punjab qovernment passed another act, called 
the Punjab Protection and Restoration of Tenancy Riqhts 
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Act of 1950. Evictions of tenants were not prevented by 
this Act. Landlords could easily circumvent the 
conditions provided in the Act, and in this they used the 
courts with good effect. The problem was most severe for 
tenants used by landlords on .};hud.};s§ht lands, the area 
being 25 acres irrigated or 50 acres unirrigated. There 
was no protection provided in any act to tenants 
cultivating these lands. 

Tc reflect the sensi~ivity of government to the 
recommendations of the Punjab Tenancy Laws Enquiry 
Committee, three amendments ~ere made to the Punjab 
Tenancy Act of 1950. 3 3 'Ihe Punjab Tenancy (Amendment) Act 
of 1952 legislated that (1) o~cupancy tenaLcy would no 
lonqer exist and lands occupied by tenants will be 
transferred to them, (2) the batai share of landlords was 
reduced from 50 to 40 percent of the gross produce, and 
(3) area of l;hudks§.h..t lands a'llowed to landlords was 
increased to 50 acres irriqated or 100 acres unirriqated. 
There were several protlems associa~ed ~ith the method of 
compensation which the new owners ~(former occupancy 
tenants) woutd pay to landlords • · and about the 
self-cultivated area. Landlords objected to th& abolition 
of occupancy tenancy en the groun~ that dt would lead to 
fragmentat~on cf holdings. To compensate the landlord for 
loss in his share in the qross produce, a t~nant was 
reguired to pay the qovernment dues (land ievenue) 
~rcportionately. Further, on 1;.h~dks§ht lands, landlords 
were allowed tc take from their ten~nts 50 perd~nt of the 
gross produce. Since the problems of declarations en 
khudkasht lands were not settled until th~ mid-fifties, 
the provision of reduced rent could not he enforced to 
give relief to tenants. 

While landlordism was a dominant feature of the 
aqrarian scene in the Punjab,- jagirdsf:§ (and jggir lands) 
did not constitute a particularly significant part of the 
land •vstem. Their existence was noteworthy only in the 
state of Bahawalpur, which later became a part of the 
Punjab. The Punjab qovernment enacted the Puniab 
Abolition of Jagirs Act·of 1952, abolishing revenue-free 
estates and other such qrants.3• There was no 
compensa~ion to te paid to holders of these qrants. The 
military, reliqious and charitable grants were not 
abolished. It s~ould te remembered that the abolition cf 
jggirs did not affect ~he ownership of larqe landed 
estates. The only chanqe it brouqht about was that, like 
other i;nind.s.t.§, .jagirdars would pay land revenue to the 
state. Landlordism remained intact, for there was no 
limit to the area, of land one could own as lonq as the 
owner paid legal dues (land revenue and water :ates) to 
the qovernment. 
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!enall£.Y Reforms in Sind 

After the conguest of Sind in 1843, the British made 
their first settlements on the basis that land. was held 
directly from the state on a tenancy basis but its 
security was quaranteed. Payment of land ~ever.ue was a 
condition for the usuf;uct of land. The occupan~ was 
qiven heritable and transferable ~iqhts of occupancy. The 
land system was called· the ryot w.s,;i system, in whic)l the 
state was the landlord and the occupant .was its !:.YQ! er 
tenant. Sind is an arid region, without pdequate naturai 
precipitation to sustain much aq~iculture. cultivation of 
rice was done· primarly around 't.,he nonperennial canals in 
northern Sind. Most areas away from ~he reaches of these 
canals, drawn from the Indus, were bar~ly cultivated. 
Shiftinq cultivation of subsistence crops was the 
dominant characteristic of agriculture. This system was 
chanqed on a larqe scale only after the completion of the 
first irriqation scheme in 1932. 

The British qranted the ownership riqhts on larqe 
tracts of land to the Mirs (former £Ulers of Sind) as 
j.s.,gj,1: lands. They awarded such qrants to others as well, 
depending en their services to the new rulers. These 
owners of larqe revenue-free estates became landlords .IU!!: 
excellence of Sind.35 The British also recoqr.ised the 
o"iinershi~ or controllinq riqhts on land of the former 
intermediaries between the !:.YOt ar.d the state. These 
landlords, as lonq as they paid iand revenue and qot the 
lands cultivated, were owners of the estates they he~d. 
These estates extended in area from a few hundred to 
thousands of acres. 

The ~~inds~ (including j~gj,~gs~) in Sind parcelled 
out his cultivable land to haria, tenants-at-will, in 
lots of 10 to 15 acres. He used the services of kamgarE 
to requlate his =~lations with the ha~j,. The hari was a 
landless sharecropper, who traded his family's labour for 
a share in output which in theory was 50 percent of the 
grcss proAUce. He also supplied seeds, implements and 
oxen. In addition to the Qatai share, a b~i paid levies, 
perquisites and free labour to the landlord. The landlord 
paid about one-third cf his net rental share to ~be stAte 
as land rev-er.ue. He usually assigned to a hsii each year 
a different block of land to preven,t the ha~i from 
establishing any occupancy rights on a particular piece 
of land. Unlike cth&r parts of India, the British did not 
legislate any change in landlord-tenant relations in Sir.d 
at any time. 

While initially ~i~£sI§ in sind were all Muslims, 
the process of land alienation due to indeb~edness and 
leaseholding ty moneylenders on larqe estates qradually 
transferred ownership to a new class of abs~ntee 
landowners who iere non-Muslims (Hindus). It was 
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estimated that 30 percent of all private land. in 1927 was 
in the hands of these cwners or leaseholders.36 !here was 
ancther process at work too. On ~gir lands, mukhadims, 
occupancy tenants, became dominant. They enioyed the 
usufruct of these lands, though their riqhts were not 
heritable or alienable until the mid-thirties. Some of 
them remained mainly tenants, but many accumulated larqe 
areas of jggir lands which they ·in turn rented to hgri~ 
on a sharecropping basis. They paid land revenue to 
ja_gJ,rdars. The mukhadims acquired nereditary riqhts cf 
occupancy in 1935-36, following the intense activity of a 
newly formed peasant or~anisation-dn Sind.37 

Among the most iwportant cnanqes in the aqriculture 
of Sind wa~ the completion of Lloyd Barrage (now called 
Sukkur Barraqe) on the Indus i~ 1932. In this .zgmin1AI 
and hari alike saw the hope of acquiring irrigated iands. 
In several areas, ~~mi~~g~~ successfully claimed their 
forfeited lands after they began-to receive water. This 
they were allowed under a law by the British in 1932, 
when Sind was still a part. of ,Bombay Presidency. The 
ha:rJ,,§ were promised haJ;:i!J2, peasan";, grants' on newly 
irrigated state lands. However, state lands in Lloyd 
Barrage area, estimated at o~er un~ million acres, were 
sold to settlers mainly from ou~side Sind. Consequently, 
haris received as hara~ grants np more than 85,000 acres 
from 19~2 to about the time of Independence in 1947. 
Since each ha.£.i family received 16 to 24 acres, the total 
number. of, beneficiaries could not have been more than 
5,500. There is a1so evidence that there was great 
reluctance on the part of revenue officials to enter into 
Records of Rights the titles of land haris received frcm 
"':he state.311 

Sind was separated from Bombay Presidency and made a 
province in 1936. The chabqe in the political status of 
5ind made it possible to start a serious debate on tte 
conditions under which hari~ were exploited through the 
batai system, g~wab and begar. The activities of Sind 
Hari Commi'ttee, a peasant orqan'isat..icn established in 
1930, provided impetus to these questions in earnest. The 
passaqe of tenancy reform acts earlier in other parts of 
India furtber encouraged the ad~ocates of chanqe in Sind. 
As a result, tbe Sind provincial government atpointed tbe 
Tenancy Legislaticn Committee in 1943. The ccmmittee 
published its report in 1945.39 I~ was perhaps the first 
official recognition of grievances of hari against 
zamindar. However, the terms of re~erence of the 
committee were limited to two questions: Should tenancy 
rights be given to all harisJ What'shoula these riqhts 
be? The committee made two sets of recommendations. 
First, tenancy rights should be given to any hs.I.i 
provided he had cultivated the same piece of land (4 
acres) for 'eight 'Continuous years. second, the Qgtaj, 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



145 

system should be retained, although some leqal limits 
should be imposed on abwa~, which until then had been 
determined entirely by the zamindar. 

Two strong notes of dissent-to the majority report 
were submitted. The first rwas written by a front-line 
Muslim Leaguer in Sind. He demahded (a) eli~ination of 
the ~ system, ~bl qrant of tenancy rights to all 
}~Iis without conditions, and (c) qradual nationalisation 
of land without compensation to z_9 mingar.§. The other not~ 
was by a member who was opposed to gr~nting of tenancy 
riqhts to hari§ in general even.on the conditions which 
the maiority had recommended. No action followed on the 
Report of the Tenancy Legislatiorl Committee, One 
explanation for inaction could be the rapidly polarised 
political climate in India between the Indian Natiofial 
Congress and the Muslim League. By the en5-0f World war 
II, the British in India were concerned with only one 
question: withdrawal and on· what terms? 

The inaction followinq the publication of the report 
in 1945 increased the pressure on the government to 
resolve the problems of tenancy and sharecropping. The 
pressure was intensified particularly by activities cf 
the Sind Bari Committee. More significantly, Muslim 
landlords, or at least those who were on the bandwagon cf 
Pakistan, could not appear publicly to be against the 
interests of landless Muslim sharecroppers. The Sind 
qovernment then appointed the Hari Enquiry Committee in 
early 1947, using the time-:tested method by which a 
problem would be postponed or shelved. It was perhaps 
also a way to defuse the law and order sikuation in the 
face of communal tension and ~iolence. Finally, since the 
foieign rulers were at that time packing their baqs,~they 
knew that someone else would have to make the haid 
decisions. 

The terms of reference qiven tc the Hari Enquiry 
Co1rmittee were simply to "examine all the alleged 
grievances of Haris, whether express or implicit 11 .•o The 
ccmmittee had three members, and its chairman was a 
landlord. The members were divided from the beginning 
into a majority of two and a minority of on~. The 
majority decided to consider only those measures which 
were "not only practical but feasible without unduly 
disrupting rural economy". The dissentinq member, a 
district administrator, stronqly urged the other members 
to examine the question of abolishing the zaminda±i 
system and replacing it with a nationalised landcwnership 
system, although in his minority report he made a case 
fer proprietary riqhts to all tenants.•1 

The majority report of the committee was published 
in late 1948, over cne year after the creation cf 
Pakistan. It recommended that, while the bat~i svstem 
should remain unchanged, the ~~~indar should be 
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prohibited from charging~ ar.d bega~ from the hgri. 
Hpwever, it disagreed with the recommendations of ~he 
1943 Tenancy Legislation Committee on permanent tenancy 
rights for all hgri~ in Sind. It is significant tha~ the 
provincial Muslim League government disallowed 
publi~ation of the Minute of Dissent submitted by the 
third member. It was the first clear indication of the 
power of landlords in at least the regional politics of 
the new state. The minorit~ repor~ was published in 1949. 
Perhaps three even~s made its appearance possible. First, 
by mid-1949 the Report of the Agrarian committee of 
Pa~istan Muslim Leaque had been made public, which 
recommended wide-ranging measures to restructure the land 
system cf West Pakistan, Second, the Chief Minister of 
Sind at that time was a person with apparently no roots 
in the ~l!!!!indg£i system. Finally, leaders of the Sind 
Hari Committee exerted their pressure on national 
politicians to intervene on their behalf. 

Almost predictably no action was taken·tc improve 
the legal status of ~g~is with regard to their tenancy 
riqhts and the batai shares. The hari leaders in Sind 
intensified their campaign for passage of a tenancy 
leqislaticn in the Sind Legislative Assembly. They 
drafted a bill in late 1949, which included (a) atoliticn 
of payment of rent in kind and prohibition of ab~gQ and 
begg£, and Cb) permanent tenancy rights to ha£i~ on lands 
which they were cultivating, without reference to a 
specific period or amount of land.•2 on the side of 
landlords, the leadership of the provincial Muslim League 
returned into the hands of those who had until then 
successfully fought to maintain what they regarded were 
their traditional (and legitimate) rights and claims en 
h~ris. In the debate on tenancy rights, accompanied ty 
demonstrations organised by the Sind Hari Committee, 
there followed a great deal of manoeuvring by both 
l~ndlords and leaders of hari~. A bill was eventually 
passed in the Sind Assembly, called the Sind Tenancy Act 
of 1950. •l 

The Sind Tenancy Act of 1950 basically provided for 
permanent rights Of tenancy to a ha~ on four acres cf 
land if it was cultivated by him continuously for at 
least three years. The ba!ai system was to be maintained, 
but abwab and }~gar were abolished. ~here was a specific 
provision for eviction of a hari by a zamindar under 
certain conditions on a year's notice. This Act created 
twc immediate problems for ha~j~. The first problem was 
to get their residence established and tenancy rights 
entered into the Record of Rights. The second problem was 
to forestall eviction from land as a result of the Act 
itself. Since officials of the revenue and police 
services were in the main subservient to landlords, 
enforcement of the Act was bound to create problems fer 
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~ and not landlords. The Act could no~ be a deterent 
against the traditional excesses of ,landlords as lonq as 
the interests cf }~~i~ were not represented in the field. 

The tenants-at-will faced not on~y the increased 
insecurity created ty the Act of 1950, but their 
disappointment on its implementa~ion was even qreater. 
Petitions on tehalf of tenants to the qovernmen~ bore no 
fruit.•• As a token of concession to hari leaders, and 
perhaps in view of the much publicisep goals of the 
Muslim League expressed in euphimisms like •"Islamic 
Socialism", an executive order abolishing ,jgfil,1;:§ (and 
other revenue-free qrants) was passed by the provincial 
government in 1955. It should be pointed out here that a 
bill for abclition .of jsEi~§ had been prepared in 1947, 
but like other measures i~ was filed. The executive ordet 
of 1955 was challenged in the Sind High Court. The court 
upheld the challenge, which put the issue away f~om 
public eve. Incidentally, the order would have affected 
about 130 jEdird~§ in that they would have to pay land 
revenue to the government for their .is.Qir§ on atout 1.1 
million acres. 

A fERSPECTIVE CN FAILURES 

Let me now put in perspective the variety of reasons 
for which no meaningful land reforms were unde=taken in 
any region of Pakistan. The hold cf landlords en 
political power in the Puniab and Sind provinces, as in 
ether regions, became quite evident in prcvincial 
elections in the early fifties. In the Puniab Assembly, 
80 percent of seats were captured by large landowners in 
the elections of 1951. Similarly, in the 1953 elec~ions 
in Sind,. 90 percent of assembly seats were occupied tv 
landlords.•s The constituency of Muslim landlords had 
expanded in Pak~stan because of the exodus of Hindus. 
Many landlords a~sumed the role of moneylenders, 
increasing their influence not only on their own tenants 
but also on small owners. The functionaries of the state, 
at least at the district and subdistrict (teh§ilLtaly~El 
levels, could not long survive without the blessings cf 
local landlords. In scme areas, landlords had a parallel 
system of administration of law and order. ~be 
bureaucracy of revenue department, as civil servants 
presiding -over the revenue cour~s. had to be responsive 
to the demands of ~fil!linda~§. 

The position of tenants and small owners had 
weakened substantially also by the settlement of Muslim 
refuqees on evacuee lands, at least in Sind. Evacuee 
lands were those which the departing non-Muslims left 
behind and the state now claimed their ownership. Some cf 
these lands had been appropriated already by local 
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landlords. Absentee landlordism was reinforced by the 
settlement of refugees who claimed large landed estates. 
This created, at least in Sind, a condition in which 
haris were squeezed out even more,•& In the Punjab, the 
settlement of Muslim refugees from India added to the 
ptcblem of fragmentation in that the new claimants were 
parcelled out land from evacuee and government waste 
lands. The condition of landless tenants weakened also 
because peasant organisations could not grow in strength 
in a political climate in which landlords dominated 
almost all regions of the country, 

In this highly differentiated social and political 
system, landlord-tenant relations were maintained ty 
coersion and compassion. The dependence of tenants on 
landlords was reinforced by the fetters of debt and ty 
lack of alternative opportunities of work. This 
dependence was sustained in many areas by two o~her 
important factors. First, there were the primordial 
relations of kinship and tribe between tenants and 
landlords. Then there was almost no police or legal 
protection for tenants, which maintained a state cf 
insecurity without necessarily evicting them from land. 
Needless to say that coersion and compassion were in the 
main the prerogatives of landlords, for they alone had 
property and power, . 

While this largely asymmetrical system appeared 
stable, for the marginal adjustments attempted in tenancy 
laws ~ade no impact, there were emerging new forces. Fer 
one thing, the settlement of Muslim refugees was among 
the most destabilising factor. Then the continuing 
agricultural •stagnation, at least in the food sector, 
with the rapidly ihcreasing population became a serious 
threat to 'the economic and political superstructure cf 
the country. Finally, the political process was itself 
undergoing ominous changes. A brief examination of these 
changes seems relevant for our analysis.•1 

Failure of the Muslim League became quite apparent 
in the early fifties. The gap between the rhetoric of its 
leaders and their performance eroded public confidence in 
the party and its governments which they had enjoyed in 
the brief honeymoon after the creation of Pakistan. The 
Muslim League had not even given a constitution to the 
country. Probably the most serious setbacks were the 
deaths of Mohammed Ali Jinnah (1948), the founder cf 
Pakistan, and Liaguat Ali Khan (1951), the first Prime 
Minister. !he leadership of the Muslim League at the 
federal level passed into the hands of those who could 
net obviously control the balance of power in the 
regions. The provinces were by then the open play-fields 
for z.g~inda~§ and ~i.I§, In the struggle for power at the 
centre, there emerged a group of ambitious but entirely 
unscrupulous individuals, d=awn par~ly from landowning 
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qroups and partly from civil service. While the Muslim 
League government was defeated in provincial elec~ions of 
East Benqal in 1953, the process of centralisation of 
power in Pakistan became relentless. 

The process of centralisation was of course 
~roceedinq under the leadership of individuals who were 
closely identified .with interests of ·the Punjab, which 
was the majority province in West Pakistan•., The two 
minority provinces, Sind and N. ~. F. P.', 'and -fhe reqion 'cf 
Ealuchistan were manipulated into a scheme of ~etqer with 
the Punjab to form a new entity called the "One Unit". 
The one Unit, or the new province of West Pakistan (E~st 
Benqal was to be called East Pakistan), was created in 
1955. Reqional alliances were forged fo sup~ort-the idea 
of One Unit, despite evidence of ·much resentment intthe 
minority provinces. The new alliance was dominated 
tasically by regional interests of the Punjab, in which 

' its civil servants and landlord-politicians ~laved a 
joint role. With the establishment of West Pakistab as a 
new province, the Muslim League lost power in almost ~11 
reqions.•e 

The power enjoyed by the civil service·in Pakis~an 
was ~ever reqligible. Civil servants had .enioved 
prominence right from the time of Pakistan's creation. 
Their position was strengthened quite naturally in the 
early fifties because some of them had joined the 
political process, largely at the expense of 
representative institutions. The landed elite continued 
to exercise their traditional power without hindrance or 
opposition in the countryside. In this they were 
su~ported by the civilian bureaucracy, as was evidenced 
by the failure of tenancy reform measures leqislated in 
the Punjab and Sind. More significantly, as new 
irriqation and settleaent schemes in the Punjab and Sind 
were undertaken in the mid-fifties, civil and military 
bureaucracies were clearly given preferential treatment 
for irriqated lands. In fact, sale and allotment cf these 
lands in Sind to these "outsiders" were quite contrary to 
the ~romises made by some politicians for peasant qrants 
to haris and allotment to small owners.•g -~e process of political decay was accompanied ty 
staqnation in the economy in general and in aqriculture 
in particular. While more land was beinq irriqated and 
cultivation expanded, food shortaqes were increasinq. 
However, there was no let up in the rhetoric for economic 
emancipation. The federal qovernment launched the First 
Five-Year Plan in 1355. The authors of this document were 
disappointed by the limited scope of tenancy reforms in' 
the Punjab and Sind. en their implementation, they were 
more explicit: 

On the whole, the Punjab Tenancy Reform Laws g!g 
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not produce the desired results. They were not 
fully implemented but they created tensions 
between the landlord and the tenant.so 

The First Plan document reiterated the urqency to 
bring abcut chanqes ir. the riqhts on land. It preferred a 
largely peasant-proprieto= system, recommending 
impositicn of ceilinq on holdinqs and redistribution of 
excess land to landless tenants and small owners. Most cf 
the reccmmendations followed closely those made by the 
Agrarian Committee of Pakistan Muslim League in 1949. It 
tecame quite evident though that little relationship 
existed between what was contained in qovernment 
documents and public pronouncements of leaders and the 
actual policies and·proqrammes followed by them. It seems 
fair to conclude that the approach to land reforms 
depended on the class character of the power elite. As 
lcng as.landlords occupied a cent~al place in the balance 
of power, and their pcsition remained without threat in 
rural areas, no land reforms could have .been,implemented. 
Ihe political system created no new presures which the 
landed elite could not successfully resist. 

, 
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NOTES 

1. Among the earliest writings on the indigenous 
land systems of India, the three-volume study ty 
Baden-Powell remains the most exliaustive. B.H. 
Baden-Powell, The Land-systems of British India (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1892). In this study, ,the author has 
also described in detail the iand system the British ty 
~heir "settlements" were creating. Another related and 
systematic study of the agrarian structure of the Mughals 
is by w.H. Moreland, The Agrarian System of Moslem India 
(Allahabad: Central Book Depot, 1929). 

2. Baden-Powell, Th~ Land-Systems, Vol. II, Chapter 
II, pp. 609-723; Hirashima, Struct~re of ]ispa~i!.Y, 
Chapter II. 

3. Baden-Powell, 1}~ Land-~ste~§, Vol. III, Chapter 
IV, pp. 321-343. 

4. This debate has been carried on among economists 
and historians. I have found the fo!lowing sources guite 
per~inent: Irfan Habib, The Asira.d,,an ~stem of Mug)µµ 
JndiaA 1556-1]07 (New York: ~sia Publishinq .House, 1963); 
K.S. Shelvankar, "Indian Feudalism, Its Characteris~ics," 
ir. Rural Sociolo~y it India, ed. A.R. Desai (Bombay: 
Popular P rakashan, 1369) ; Bar:dngton Moore, Jr., Sos.i..1!1 
Origins of DictatorshiB and Democracy (Boston: Beacon 
Press, 1966), Chapter VI; L. Natarajan, .geasan~ Q..grisi.n_g§ 
ir: India, 1850-1900 (Bombay: People's Publishing House, 
1953); Hamza Alavi, "The structure of Colonial Social 
Fcrmations," 1979. Mimeograph~d. 

6. Moreland, Ihe A~rarian system, Appendix E, pp. 
· 238-254. 

7. Zamindar is a protean te=m for landowner. Here I 
am using it to mean cwners who use fer cultivation the 
services cf lar.dless sharecroppers. 

8. Shelvankar, "Indian Feudalism," p. 150. 

9. Baden-Powell, ]he 1and=~Ei~, Vol. I, pp. 
432-433. 

10. See: Moore, ~Qgia.J, Q~J,_gins, pp. 343-34E; 
Hirashima, St::ucture of DisBarit1, pp. 16-19. 

11. The problems associated with the land tax 
(revenue) system will be discussed in Chapter 8. 
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12. 
an_g Debt 
13!:-137. 

M.L. Darlinq, l~g Punjab Peasant in R.£.Qsperit~ 
(London: Cxford University Press, 1928), pp. 

13. Hirashima, ~l~uct.Jll!l Q~ ]isparity, pp. 18-19. 

14. A description of the Punjab Land Alienation Act 
of 1901 is given in Darling, Pu_njab Peas_snt, p. 186. For 
Sind, see: M.H. Khan, Sind Hari committeei 1930-1970: A 
Peasgn1 Movement? (Geneva, International Labou= Office, 
1979). 

15. Moore, Social Origins, p. 344. 

16. Muslim League, ReRQ.1, p. 9. 

17. A graphic picture, though expressed in a 
somewhat exaggerated prose, of landlord-tenant relations 
has been portrayed by M. Masud, Sind, Hari Enq~i~ 
committee: Minute of tissent, (Karachi, 1949), pp. 3-8. 

18. There has' been no systematic study of the 
rea~ons f9r failure to institute any kind of tenancy 
reforms xn Pakrstan during 19,47-1958.· 

19. K •. B. Sayeed, .Rs~istgJL.. lhg Formative ·Phase.L 
.1§57-1948, second' Edition., (Karachi: Oxford University 
Press, 1368), i:;. 2Q7. 

20~ Ibid., p. 2~9. 

21. Clashes between .'.l.an4lords (or their aqents) and 
tenants were reported in seve=al areas of Sind, Punjab 
ar.d N.W.F.P. They have been acknowledqed in The Muslim 
Leaque Agrarian Committee Report as well. 

22. Khan, Sind Hari Commit~ee; Hyder Bux Jatoi, Sind 
Hari Committee, The tisRo,sal of Evacuee Pro~rt1, (Two 
Parts), Karachl, February 1958. Mimeographed. 

I 

23. Muslim League, ]g.PQ,;_h 

24. Ibid:, p •• 6. ),. 

25. Ibid., ,p •. 6. 

26. Ibid., p. 18. 

27. Ibid., P• 23. 

28. There was also a Part III, in which the Aqrarian 
Committee deal~ with a compulsory land consolidation 
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scheme. 

29. Muslim League,]~~. p. 40. 

30. Darling, Pun.12~ ~ea§ant, Chapter VII. 

31. This Act was promulga~ed aDter a study in the 
Punjab by s.s. Thorburn, Musalm~ and ]Qne1=Lender§ in 
_the Punjab (London: William Blackwood,· 1886)·.·.: 

32. ~ RJln.iall Tenanc1 Act JXVI .Qf .1§.§1i, La'hore. 
All Pakistan Legal Decisions, p. 210. 

33. Ibid., pp. 210-216. 

34. United Law Fublishers, tlsn~.9.l .Qi 1snd Refo.ms 
(Lahore, 1977), pp. 121-122. 

35. There were about 103 jg_gi~.§ in 1947 and they 
covered 1.0 million acres. Only 25 percent. of this,area 
was cultivated; ~he rest was regarded •uncultivable•. 
Incidentally, the largest jfilli~ had ·over 216,.000 acres. 
See: Sind, Repcrt of .th~ Governmen..t. ~ari Enguir}: 
committee, 1947-1948, (Karachi, 191l8), p. 17. 

36. Hyder Bux Jatoi, sind Hari Committee, 1snd§ in 
Sind; Whc Should Own Them? Hyderabad, July 1957, Mimeo., 
pp. 17'-1 9. 

37. Fer an ana!ysis of Sind Hari Committee, see 
Khan, Sind Bari Committee. 

38. Sind, Report of the Government, p. 19. M. Masud 
in his Minute ~i Dissent gives copious evidence of hunger 
for Jand among ha~is. 

39. Sind, ]g_port .Qi th~ Tenanc1 1~.9i2 laticn 
~.QJU!!itte~, (Karachi, 19115). 

40. Sind, ReBort oj the Gove...n.ment, P• 2. 

111 • . Masud, Minute of Dissent. 

112. Sind Hari Committee, Harj 2! Petition of ]j.ghts: 
Amendments to 1h~ Sind Te.!!sn£1 Ac~i _Ll!50 (Hyderabad, 
February-;952), pp. i-iii. 

ti3. West Pakistan, lh~ Sind ~od~, Vol. v. (Lahore, 
1956), pp. 70-85. 

44. 
i;eti tion 

Sind Hari Committee, Haris• Petition. This 
was submitted to the then Governo~of-Sind, but 
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with no avail. 

45. Mushtaq Ahmad, Government and Politics jn 
Pakistan, Second Edition. (New York: F.A. Praeger, 1963), 
p. 143. It should also be noted here that in the National 
(Constituent) Assembly in the mid-fif~ies about 70 
percent of West Pakistani members were landlords. 

46. Jatoi, 1snds j~ ~ing. 

47. Two good accounts.of this period are found in: 
Ahmad, Government g~~ ggJiti£.§', ar.d K.B. Sayeed, Th~ 
Politi£s1 ~yst~fil- of gakjsta~ (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 
1967). 

48. !he Muslim League lost power in Wes~ Pakistan to 
the newly created but ·short-lived Republican Party. This 
party was created in mid-1956 by a group of former Muslim 
Leaquers with ~tronq support by civil servants
turned-politic'ians. Most· of the members of this party 
were landlords, and their expressed opposition to land 
reforms was translated intQ policies on the.:disposal of 
Kotri and Guddu Barrage lands i~ s±nd. ,See: Ahmad, 
Government and Politic~, pp. 155-159. 

Plan 
127. 

49. Jatoi, ~9 nd2 jJl; Sing, PP• 2-6. 

50. Pakistan, Planning Board, Th~ FirBi Fiv~ 1_g_g~ 
1955-1960, Draft, Vol. II. (Karachi, May 1956), J:• 
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Land Reforms 11: 
Attempts and Conseq'-'ences 

THE LAND REFORMS OF 1959 

There have been various interpretations of the 
causes and conseguences of the first £Q~E g~etaz led t~ 
General Avub Khan on October 7, 1958.' I shall not here 
discuss all aspects of these gues~ions. I shall limit wy 
analysis to the nature and effects of land reforms 
enacted by the military regime in 1959. It has been 
suqgested that Ayub Khan's regime was not dominated by 
the "agrarian aristocracy", and it enioyed a large 
measure of political independence w~th strong suiport of 
the armed forces. There is also the suggestion that the 
military regime reflected a "shifting class·basis ~f the 
i;:ower structure from the big laLdlords, t,o medium 
land-owners and superior tena-nts",. 2 In the initial 
eu~horia after imposition of Martial Law in 1958, the 
separation of the new regime from the old alliance was 
seen in fellowing terms: 

Thus more than ten years.after independence, not 
only the prcblem (of land reform) was unsolved 
but there was not even the·hope of a solution, 
Dominated as the political parties of West 
Pakistan were by the landed interests, no basic 
chanqe in the structure of land tenure could be 
expectea from them. The Republicans were hostile 
to the very idea of reform and whatever might 
have been the professions of the Muslim League, 
in view of its pe=formance in office, not much 
credence could be attached to its promises about 
the future. Cnly a government completely 
detached from class loyalties could carry 
through a programme of reform •••• The reform of 
the land system could, therefore, come only from 
a government that did not owe its authority and 
influence to the agrarian aris~ocracy, and such 
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a government 
disbandment of 
1958. 3 

came in~o beinq after the 
the old regime on 7th October, 

As I shall argue here, the land reform proqramme 
pursued by Ayub Khan was above all tc legitimise power 
which the military had explicitly taken away frcm 
politicians. On surface, it looked like an attempt to 
demolish the feudal power of lan'dlords in Pakistani 
politics. It neither broke the power of landlords nor 
made the tenancy humane •• rn ..realitv, ..it di-spersed this 
power to some extent among the landowning classes, which 
new included the civil and military elite. The qenerous 
allowances qiven to landlords in the Land Reforms 
Requlation cf 1959 "neither reduced th'e- landlords' 
political influence much nor precluded their lovalty to 
the new regime".• F U'!ther, the II Ba sic Democ'!acy" system 
introduced by Ayub' Khan in the early sixtie.s clearly 
reflected the ccntinuinq hold of ~andlords on the 
political system or Pakistan. 

Ayub Khan appointed a tand Reforms Commission for 
West Pakistan in October 1958 11to consider i;"roblems 
relatinq· to the £Wnership. and tenancy of aqDicultural 
land and to: recommend measures for ensurinq better 
production and social justice as well as security cf 
tenure to these engaged ia cultivation 11 .s All ~embers cf 
the -commission were ci·vil servants, and J11ost, of them 
showed deep interest in the welfare of landowners. The 
report of this commissi~n gives interesting insights into 
the character of the ne~ regime. The members expressed 
their concern about, the Adverse consequences of the 
landlord-tenant system of West Pakistan: 

There is nothinq inherently wrong with the 
institution of tenancy bll't. if there is no prcper 
adjustment in the term-s ·of ":enancy, ·production 
incentives are adversely affected ;, .. landlords. and 
tenants do not genE!ral1y look upon each,,oth~r as 
partners in a joint enterprise and neither ·of 
them is prepared ;to do anythin,g which ,in his 
,judgement is likely .to benefit the· other nore 
than it will benefit him •••• The result· is that 
the tenant can simP.lY see. no' object in .adopting 
new techniques or applying m.ore intensively suc;:h 
tencbigues that he' may know alrea.dr in 'order to 
improve his productLvity.6.., , ,{ 

.1t 
That the· ,commission wa_~, basically concerned with 

adjustments irr lahdlord-·tenant ·relati·ons and not with 
abolition of i.ar.ge; •landed estates i"s reflected in the 
following statement: 
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In recent years agrarian reforms have been 
undertaken in a number of countries with the 
obiect of breaking up the power of the 'old 
ruling oligarchy with its roots in tig estates•. 
such a consequence may follcw in som~ measure if 
our recommendations in this report are 
implemented but this is npt one of th~ specific 
objectives for the achievement of which we have 
been asked to pro~ose measures., 
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The position of the commission members was "pragmatic" 
and "middle-cf-the road" en the question of limits on 
private ownership of land: 

,. 
We are anxious that the tran$ition from 
un-limited ownership to ceiling on individual 
holdings should be smooth and should no~ involve 
for the landlord too abrupt a break with the 
past making it difficult for him to adiust to 
the new way of life which the change, in the 
form cf sudden reduction in income from.land, 
will impose on him.a 

Concerned that they may face criticism by some for their 
emphasis qn social justice, members of the commissicn 
rationalised their generous allowance for the ceiling en 
individual holdings as follows: 

' Even if we were to reccmmend a mqch l9wer 
ceiling than what we have suggested, the surplus 
land which wculd have been available for 
re-distribution among landless tenants would 
have been too smali,to,secure J_or'~acn of them a 
subsistence farm unit. The end of social 
justice, in the sense of securing land for ,tlie 
entire landless population, thus being almost 
unattainable, what we thought prudent was to fix 
the ceiling ,at a level which will on the one 
hand eradica~~ the feudalistic elemsnts from the 
existing tenure structure, and on the other, by 
causing the minimum necessary disturbance of the 
social edific;e lead to a harmonious c·hange over 
and at the same time, by providing incentives at 
all levels, conduce to greater p~oduction.9 

The commission considered following approaches to 
agrarian reforms in West Pakistan:10 

1. Impcsit~on of ceiling on indivi4µal holdings; 

2. Re~istribution by sale at fair ~rice of excess land 
resumed by the government, to tenants and small 
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owners; 

3. Award of ownership to occupancy tenants cf lands 
they cultivate; 

4. Guaran~ee of tenure to landless tenants of fair 
rent, and elimination of levies and free labour; 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Abolition of intermediary 
especially js~i~E and ins~§: 

intexests in land, 

Consolidation of holdinqs in order to keep the 
holdings of "economic size", thus laying the 
foundation for owner-operated farms without 
excessive fragmentation; 

Increase in cooperation facilities and strenqtheninq 
the credit and market conditions; 

8. Improvement in the conditio~s for employment of 
aqricultural workers. 

The military regime acted immediately on the 
recomm~ndations of the commis::r.i.on and promulgated·'Martial 
Law Regulaticn No, 64 (MLR 64), called The West Pakistan 
Land Reforms Regulation, on F,bruary 7, 1959. Th~~LR 64 
contained measures on all policy reco~mendabions, exce~t 
the last two issues considered by the commission. Socn 
after its promnlgation, the MLR 64 was amended by MlR 
64-A and MLR 64-B. I shall now discuss the major 
provisions of the Land Reforms Regulaticn as amended. 

(1) Size of Individual Holdin.9..2 
A ceilinq on private land would indicate the extent 

to which land concentration could te reduced and the 
amount of land made .available for redistribution to 
landless tenants and small owners. The Regulation set the 
ceiling at 500 acres irrigatAd or 1,000 acres un~rriqated 
per person. This ceilinq was'subject to the followinq 
im~ortant exem~tions: 

(a) An individual owner was allowed to keep in 
addition tc the ceiling an area which would bring his 
holdinq to the equivalent of 36,000 Produce Index Units 
(PIUs). The concept of PIU was ·supposed to reflect 

11productiv ity" of land. 11 A PIU was estimated as a 
measure of the gross value of produce on each acre of 
land by soil type. The simplest interpretation of the 
ccncept of PIU is that any two acres of land located 
separately in Pakistan are assigned the same PIO rating 
if they are capable of producing approximately the same 
value of gross produce in a year. The PIUs were first 
determined to compensa~e Muslim refuqees for the lands 
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they had left in India. It should be noted that PIUs in 
all areas of West Pakistan were based on revenue 
settlements conducted before 1947. Since the gross value 
product was dependent en factors like quality of land and 
prices, fixed values of PIUs with the passage of time 
would greatly underestimate productivity of land because 
any number of things may have changed. Forrinstance, 
increases in the price of produce·, increased irrigation 
and cropping intensity would naturally affect -the value 
of PIUs. Further, since these changes were net 
necessarily uninorm over all regions, the old PIUs would 
create serious discrepancy between regions.and districts. 

Even if we accept the,PIU values published by the 
govern;ent in 1959 :as by and large representative of the 
productivity of land, the allowance of 36,000 PIUs for an 
individual holding would in almost all areas ~eave 
substantially larger area than 500 acres of irrigated er 
1,COO acres of unirrigated land.12 For instance, in the 
irrigated area of Sind where productivity of land ,was 
about 20 PIUs per acre, which seems to be a common value 
for most other irrigated areas as well, a person could 
retain at least 1,800 acres as an individual holding, 
which is more than three times the limit of 500 acres. in 
only an extreme case of 80 PIUs per acre, we get the 
ceiling of 500 acres cf ir:c:igated land per. person. 

(b) An individual was ·allowed to keep additional 
area of 150 acres (or 6,000 PIUs) as orchard, provided it 
was entered ir. the Beccrd of Bights in 1956-57 and ,was in 
blccks of no less than 10 acres. 

(c) An individual was allowed to retain some area 
for the homestead. 

(d) An individual was allowed to trar.sfer ~o his 
heirs up to 18,000 PIUs. 

(e) An individual could also transfer as gift to 
each of his female dependents an area not exceeding 6,000 
PIUs. 

While the Regulation made void any transfer of land 
registered after Octol:er 8, 1958 (the day after the 
Martial Law was imposed), many landlords could have used 
their influence on local revenue officials to predate 
intrafamily tratsfers to circumvent the provision. 
However, even in cases where landlords did not perhaps 
resort to making legal what were in fact ill~gal 
transfers within the family, ~he minimum ceiling with the 
exemptions wculd allow a landlord to retain in his family 
2,000 to 3,000 acres of irrigated lanq.13 It is somewhat 
amusing that the Land Reforms Commission did not estimate 
the effects of their own ceiling or of a "much lower 
ceiling" ori the possibili t v of reducing land 
concentration, thus blunting the sharp edges of feudalism 
in Pakistan. 
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(2) Resumption of Excess Land and Its Redistribution 
A landowner was allowed to choose the area to retain 

under the Regulation, p=ovided that it was in compact 
blccks of not less than an "economic holding" (50 acres 
in the Punjat and 64 acres in Sind). The excess land, 
after allowing fer transfers and exemptions, was to be 
resumed by 'the government. For the resumed land, a 
landowner was to be paid compensation on a slidinq scale, 
the average of which was Rs. 8 per PIU. The compensation 
was to be in interest-bearing (4 percent per year) bonds 
over 25 years. Ihese bonds were heritable but 
non-neqotiable. 

The resumed land was to be sold at a "fai: 11 price 
first to the landless tenants already cUltivatinq. Then 
scme resumed land was to be sold to small owners to 
"upgrade" their individual holdings to a "subsistence 
holdinq" (12.S acres in the Punjab and 16 acres in Sind). 
In no case was a'landless tenant or small owner to qet 
more than an economic holding. Finally, part of the 
resumed land wasrto be auctioned, presumably to persons 
other than landless"tenants and small owners. The payment 
scheme for buyers, including landless tenants and small 
owners, included a t~rm of 25 jears in annual instalments 
with 4 percent annual .. interest, ilut higher in.:erest to :Ce 
charged from defaulters. No reasons were given for the 
compensation ·to landcwners of surrendered land. The 
reason for selling resumed land was simply that the 
revenue will pay for the,compensation and administrative 
expenses. 

(3) Abolition of ~.9.9irs 
·All jsL9i~], and other such revenue-free grants, were 

abolished without compensation for the resumed area frcm 
_jgqirdars. However, j.9.9i~~g.£.§ were subject to the same 
provisions · on ·ceiling, .~xemptions and transfers, as were 
other zamindarE• One consequence of abolition of ~gi~§ 
was that the government wo~ld now receive land revenue, 
which was estimated at Rs. 3.0 million per year. Of 
course, this estimate does not take into account the fact 
that most of the iagir-held area ,was uncultivated. Also, 
it should be remembe=ed that ~gir§ had been abolished 
earlier in ~he Punjan and N.W.F~P. This provision would 
affect only Sind and the~former states of Bahawalpur and 
Khairpur. 

(4) Se~urity Jar Tenants 
Al1 cccu~anci tenants were made owners of land they 

were cultivating ·or occupying, which was a·lready a 
~rovision in the Punjab Tenancy Act of 1950. All other 
tenants, tenants-at-will or .,ha~is tin Sind, were tote 
given leqal protection which existed in the tenancy acts 
of former provinces of the Punjab and Sind. Rents were to 
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be paid in kind and according to the established 
tradition. However, levies, perquisites and free labour 
were abolished. There was in fact nothing new qn tenancy 
rights for ha~!§• The only ijew cqndition was that the 
cases of eviction should be judged by revenue cou~ts and 
not decided in the field by revenue officials. 

(5) Ril.Xgntion .Qj; l'..£sqmentation a..nd coi:isolidation of 
Individual Holding§ . 

To arrest the fragmentation of holdings and to 
consolidate ~he existing ones, there were two concept$ 
for a holding .by size: ~sutsistence hqlding" ond 
"economic holding". The criterion of impart,ibilitJ of a 
holding was then based on these twQ ·sizes. So if a 
holding was less than an economic holding, it could not 
te fragmented telow the size of a subsistence hoidi~g. No 
hqlding ~bove the size of an ecgnomic holdinq ~ould ,t~ 
fragmented below this size. These rules were tq be 
applied in all cases of transfers, alienatiqn .and 
subdivision of joint-holdings. There were no definite 
policy directives on consolidatton of the alrea9y 
fragmented holdings. 

(6) 1.!!!JU,g.,menta,tj,on .Q.! Land Reform.§ 
To inpiement the provisions of the 195i Regulab~on, 

the West Pakistan Land Commission was appo~nted. It 
consisted of personnel from th~ existing revenue 
services. There was no provision for representation .bY 
peasants or' any ether group on this ~ommissj,qn .. Its 
powers were ultimate in all disputes bet~een vari~us 
interests on land. Since the ~tate machinery, suppqsedly 
responsible fer breaki~g the s~;a~glehold of landlo~qs on 
the agrarian system£ rema~neq within the traditional 
institutions, the res~lts wereipr~dic\qbly limiteG. 

The Land Reforms Regulation of 1959 ,was ,h,tHed by 
some as a "hi~toric land-mark'?. It, was de~cribed •:~i;; .the 
first big step towards reorganisation and strengt,hening 
of Pakistan economy", and which will "shape its agrarian 
economy in accordance with the re.guirement of scientific 
development, social ;ustice and respect for the·pr~vate 
property"•'• Ayub Khan was called ,saviour of th• Nation 
and a man of action who had opened up a new e~a of 
socio-economic peace and .prosperity in the counti:y•i. Piart 
of this can qe ex~l~ined by th~ fami1iar.~radition; 
"praise now, tlame later". P.artly it reflected the 
eu~horia created by the military regime i-0 its well 
orqanised at-:empt to legitimise pow.er after a R,er).od cf 
political uncertain~y and economic s~aqna~ion in 
Pakistan. 

What did the 1959 Regulation in fact q~hiev~? This 
guestion should be analysed in two parts. ~he,fir~t Rart 
should deal with prcvi~icns of the Regulation. The second 
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part should assess the extent to which these provisior.s 
were impleme~ted and their effects on the agrarian 
structure. The first part would indicate expectations and 
the second determine the outcome. In Table 5. 1, we have 
data on the number of landowners and their affecced area 
by the Begulation. The number of declarants was 5,064. 
But only 15 percent (or 763) of these declarants were 
"affected" by provisions of the ceiling on individual 
holdings. !he number of the affected declarants was 
higher in Sind than in the Punjab. That only a small 
proporticn of large landowners who submitted declarations 
were affected indicates the effect of generous allowances 
and exemptions provided in the Begulation. The area cf 
the affected ~eclarants was 5.5 million acres, of which 
66 percent was in the Punjab and 27 percent in Sind. It 
should be noted that most of the affected declarants and 
their area were concentrated in districts of Dera Ghazi 
Khan and Mianwali in, the Puniab and in districts of 
Jacobabad, Hyderabad and Tharparkar in Sind. It is 
interesting that the average area per affected declarar.t 
was 7,208 acres in the country, 11,810 acres in the 
Punjab, and 3,765 acres in Sind. 

A large proportion of the declared area of the 
affected landlords was retained by them, thanks to ~he 
allowances and exemptions ·on intrafamily transfers. While 
this proportion was 66 percent for the country, it was 71 
percent ~n the Punjab and 56 percent in Sind. The result 
was that only 1.9 mi1lion acres were resumed by the 
government, of which 55 percent was in the Puniat and 35 
percent in Sirtd. We see then that only 35 percent of area 
declar~d by the affe~ted landlords was resumed by ~he 
gover~menf. More interesting is the fact that the average 
affected landlord 'surrendered only 29 percent of his 
landholdin4 in ,tEe Punjab and 45 percent in sind. It is 
also significant that the total resumed area in the 
ccuntry retresented only 25 percent of 7.5 million acres 
reportedly owned by 6,061 landowners with individual 
holdings of ove~ 500 "acres.is. ' · 

The resumed 'are·a 6f 1·. 9 million acres provided the 
upper l~mit to the are~ available for redistribution ky 
sale to landless"teiiants;-~small owners and others. More 
significantly, as we~s~e in Table 5,2, only ~3 percent of 
resumed area (or 823,000 acres) was classified as 
cultivated. The interesting fact is that in the Puniab 27 
percent (or 277,134 acres) and in Sind '76 percent 
(500,570 acres) of resumed area was cultivated. Most cf 

the uncultivated land, about one-half of the resumed 
land, ~n the Funjab was in Dera Ghazi Khan and Mianwali. 
The uncultivated area consisted mostly (66 percent) of 
what is called "cultivable waste", area which could be 
brcuqht into cultivation by land improvement. As 
expected, most of the cultivated area resumed by the 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



TABLE 5.1 
Number of Declarants and Resumed Area under the Land Reforms Regulation of 1959 

Number of Declarants 

Province/ Area of 
Unaff- Affec- Affected Division ected ted Declar- Area Area Area 
Declar- Declar- ants Retained Gifted Resumed 

All ants ants (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) 

Pun3ab 2,152 1,844 308 3,637,648 2,306,657 286,715 1,044,276 
Multan 838 720 118 2,838,325 1,934,664 225,411 672,250 
Sargodha 606 504 102 412,213 165,033 28,701 218,479 
Rawalpindi 249 227 22 148,827 53,019 9,947 85,861 
Lahore 102 85 17 38,813 25,631 4,006 9,176 
Bahawalpur 357 308 49 199,470 128,310 12,650 58,510 

Sind 2,388 1,993 395 1,487,253 655,384 169,803 662,066 
Khairpur 1,006 870 136 637,029 368,154 67,903 200·,972 
Hyderabad 1,375 1,117 258 842,872 281,220 101,900 459,752 
Karachi 7 6 1 7,352 6,010 --- 1,342 

Punjab 
and slnd 4,540 },837 703 5,124,901 2,962,041 456,518 1,706,342 

Pakis~an 5,064 4,301 763 5,478,945 3,077,738 497,419 1,903,788 
' 

Source: Government of West PaRistan. West Pakistan Land Commission. Land1Reforms in West Pakistan, 
Vol. III, 1967. Appendix XVIII. 

... 
0\ 
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TABLE 5.2 
Classification of Resumed Area under the Land Reforms Regulation of 
1959 

Resumed Area (acres) 

Province/ Cultivated Area Uncultivated Area 
Division All 

Resumed 
Un- Cultivable Area 

Tenanted tenanted Total Waste Total 

Punjab 200,531 73,603 277,134 472,141 767,142 1,044,276 
Multan 71,147 51,291 125,438 371,050 546,812 672,250 
Sargodha 71,356 11,007 82,363 55,196 136,116 218,479 
Rawalpindi 29,013 12 29,025 37,412 56,836 85,861 
Lahore 3,696 288 3,984 3,499 5,192 9,176 
Bahawalpur 25,319 11,005 36,324 4,984 22,186 58,510 

Sind 309,472 191,090 500,570 126,582 161,496 662,066 
Khairpur 72,391 57,015 129,406 53,079 71,566 200,972 
Hyderabad 236,489 133,333 369,822 73,503 89,930 459,752 
Karachi 600 742 1,342 1,342 

Punjab 
and Sind 510,003 264,693 777,704 598,723 928,638 1,706,342 

Pakistan 537,457 285,605 823,062 643,593 1,080,726 1,903,788 

Source: See Table 5.1. 

government was being operated by tenants: 72 percent in 
the Punjab and 62 percent in Sind. It becomes obvious 
that in the Punjab a very high percentage of landowners 
retained or gifted their lands, and most of their 
surrendered lands were uncultivated. The government had 
paid up to 1967 about Rs. 89.2 million to the former 
owners of nearly 2. 0 mill,io;i. acres surre11dered by them. 
Given ,: the high propo'rti:on of uncultivated land 
surrendered in' certain. dis~ricts, it is clear that 
landowners received payment for land which was producinq 
nothinq and most of it would require improvement after it 
was sold to new owners. 

How much of the resumed land was sold? ·And to whom? 
As we see in Table 5.3, only 50 percent of the resumed 
land (or 952,000 acresf had been sold by 1967. Sinte most 
of the resumed area in the Punjab was uncultivated, only 
36 percent of the resumed land (469,623 acres) had been 
disposed. In Sind, on the othe~ hand, about 71 percent of 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



TABLE 5.3 
Disposal of Resumed Area Under the Land Reforms Regulation of 1959 

Area Disposed (acres) 

Province/ Leased Sold to Sold to Sold to Sold by Trans- Total Balance Resumed 
Division Land- Tenants/ Others Auction ferred Area Area 

less Small to (acres) (acres) 
Tenants Owners Govern-

ment 

Punjab 29,474 166,079 75,774 88,910 -- 13,909 ·374,152 670,124 1,044,276 
Multan -- 78,301 48,936 48,811 -- 502 176,550 495,700 672,250 
Sargodha 28,477 45,956 22,387 30,806 -- 11,145 138,771 79,708 218,479 
Rawalpindi -- 23,003 1,419 2,603 -- 2,262 29,287 56,57£1 85,861 
Lahore -- 3,863 90 -- -- -- 3,953 5,223, 9,176 
Bahawalpur 997 14,956 2,942 6,690 -- -- 25,591 32,~19 58,510 

•Sind 7,013 199,908 151.,429 50,743 33,723 26,807 469,623 192,443 66J,066 
Khairpur ' 5,099 65,046 43,433 6,015 33,723 23,830 177,146 23,826 200,972 
Hyderabad 1,914 133,520 107,996 44,728 -- 2,977 291,135 168,~17 459,752 
Karachi -- 1,342 -- -- -- -- 1,342 -- 1,342 

Punjab 
and Sind 36,487 365,987 227,203 139,653 33,723 40,716 843,77,5 862,567, 1,706,342 

Pakistan 36,643 380,772 241,427 144,~18 40,180 108,389 951,829 951,959 1,903,788 

Source: See Table 5.1. 

... 
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the resumed land (or 374,152 acres) had been disposed, 
although resu~ed area in the Punjab wis about one-third 
more than in Sind. Mcst of tlie area was sold to landless 
tenants and small cwners/tenants: 65 percent in the 
Punjab and 75 percen~ in Sind. However, only 40 percent 
of total area was sold to landless tenants in the two 
provinces. The remaining area, which was by no means 
insubstantial, was auctioned, in which land was sold 
mcstly ~o rich farmers and to civil and military 
officials. In fact, during the sixties, sale by auction 
was an important policy instrument for transferrinq 
government lands in the newly irrigated areas to these 
qrcups.16 

There are various e&timates of the number cf 
landless tenants and small owner/tenants who bouqht land. 
These estima~es ranqe f~om• 55,000 to 200,000.' 7 My 
estimates are that no more ~han 67,000 peasants (landless 
tenants and small owners) coul~ have bought 600,000 acres 
of resumed land s'old to them' • . 1 e According to the 
population census of 1961, in Table 5.4. the total number 
of landless tenants and small owners (including landless 
agricultural workers) in Pakistan was 3.3 million. Thus 
we see that• no more than about 2 percent of the ccuntrv•s 
peasants ~urchased larid in the land reforms of 1959. 19 

Almost cne million acres of ~esumed land were s'till 
in the hands of the government at the end of 1967. 
However, mcst of this area~in the Puniab was uncultivated 
and only 'some of it in Sind was cultivated (Hyderabad 
Division). There was new land being ·added to this 
l:alance, 'with changes in the size of holdings mainly as a 
result <f inheritance. Most of this additional area was 
also uncultivated, an~ ~ot ~uch of it had been sold until 
the promulgation of Land Reforms Regulation of 1972. As 
we will see in the next section, the ba'lance area was to 
be included in new area for distribution without charge 
to landless tenants, small owners/tenants and 
aqricultural labourers. Accordinq to recent statistics 
released by the Lar.d Commissi'ons of the Punjab and Sind 
provinces, the number of additional tenants who received 
some are~ after 1967 was no more than 22,000.20 

I·t 'is now evident that 'the land reforms of 1959 
could not have red uce'd the feudal power of landlords. For 
one thing, the generous ceiling on individual holdings, 
with transfers and exemptions, defined as they were in 
PIUs, l~ft the concentration of land in the hands cf 
landlords. If we accept that the average retained area tv 
the so-called affected landlords was the de is~Jg 
ceiling, then its limit was 7,489 acres in the Puniat, 
1,659 acres in Si~d, and the average for the country was 
4, C33 acre·s. Further, almost· three-quarters of resumed 
land, at least ~n tbe Punjab, was uncultivated and 
untenanted. !his meant that the amount of land available 
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TABLE 5.4 
Agricultural Labour in Pakistan, 1961 

Province 

Punjab 
Sind 
Punjab 
and Sind 
Pakistan 

Number of Agricultural Workers 

Renting Renting 
All and 
Land Working 
(1) (2) 

977,487 37,408 
567,411 25,019 

1,544,898 62,517 
1,942,797 72,322 

Landless All 
Agricul- Renting/ 
tural Working/ 
Workers Landless 
(3) (1+2+3) 

282,017 1,296,912 
129,991 722,421 

412,008 2,019,333 
565,435 2,580,554 

Renting/ 
o\.ming/ 
Working 
(5) 

477 ,92i 
117,691 

595,612 
67~,953 

167 

Tot.al 
(1+2+3+5) 

1, 774;ss3 
840,112 
f. ,i 

2,614,995 
3,253,507 

Source: Government of Pakistan. Census of Population. Vol 3. 
(West Pakistan), 1961. Table 5i. 

for redistribution (and =emember by sale) was ev~n more 
limited. Further, landlord-tenant• reia!ions were ieft 
unchanqed, to be governed by th~ tenancy acts pass~d in 
the early fifties and to be supervised by the reyenue 
service. 

Limited as the expected consequences of the 1959 
Land Reforms Regulation were, they were further yitiatFd 
in their iuplementation. While 1e have 1iitle 
documentation on all aspects of iiplementation of lar.d 
reforms carried out by the Ayub regime, ~e are not 
entirely in the dark. There are clear qlimpses of :-he 
problems encountered in a report published by the West 
Pakistan Land Commission in 196s.21 That these probleus 
have been acknowledqed, and some of theR.even docuijen~ed, 
by the officials involved in the reforms proqramme 
reinforces the scepticism expressed ~arlier. !he west 
Pakistan Land Commission was created in l959 to iuplement 
all aspects of the Requlation. Th~ commission decided to 
use as i~s field staff the administrative hierarchy of 
Revenue ~ersonnel. !hese· same officials were then given 
powers at each level to make decisions ~n all matters and 
disputes related to land =eforms. There was to b~ no 
external accountability. At the village level, it was the 
same pat.!l!I.! (revenue officer) who traditionally 
maintained the Record of Riqhts on land and collected 
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land taxes. While the interests of landlords were well 
entrenched because of the traditional influence thev had 
always enjoyed, no organisation outside the revenue 
service existed to protect the rights of landless tenants 
and small owners. 

In the system of Basic Democracy, Ayub Khan 
attempted not only to legitimize his rule but readiust 
political power in the country.22 To clip the power cf 
the traditional elite, the military regime disqualified 
several thousand persons from participa~ing in the new 
scheme of democracy.23 After this act of 
disqualification, the Basic Democracy system was 
introduced to depoliticise further some of the 
influential and large landowners and the urban-based 
intellectuals. It "has also been suggested that land 
reforms of 1959 were meant to create a new class of power 
elite in rural areas: rich peasants and middle class 
landoiners. However, the Basic Democracy system enhanced 
mors the power of civil ·bureaucracy, for at each level cf 
administration the chairman of the council (of elected 
Basic Democrats) wa~ an appointed ad~inistrator. Further, 
about 62 percent ~f Basic- Democrats in West Pakistan were 
from the traditional class of landlords. The new 
political system· in west Pakistan was only slightly less 
dominated by landlords during the sixties tr.an in the 
fifties. It has been estimated that 58 percent of the 
legislators (members of provincial and national 
assemblies) wete landlords in the period of Basic 
Democracy as· against 68 percent during the fifties.2• 
Alavi has aptly descrioea the continuing influence of 
landlords in the Ayub p~riod: "That class was represented 
at every level in the structure of power of the new 
regime, symbclized best by the nawab of Kalabaqh, the 
powerful governor of (West) Pakistan,n2s It would not te 
wrong then to suggest tha~ the Basic Democracy system 
ptovided tc landlords 'a' legitimate but new approach to 
sttengthen their rela~ion~ ·with the civil bureaucracy. 
The distance, which may have earlier existed, between the 
revenue official and th~ labdlord was there no more.26 

· Tlie power of landlords and their influence on 
revenue officials are veil reflected in the problems of 
i1plementation cited ny the West Pakistar·Land Commissicn 
in the sixties. Let us turn to these examples, for they 
indicate the extent to which the execution of the land 
refotm prcgramme wa& vitiated.21 The field staff, 
.Egxwaris, were required to keep vigil on the possible new 
~ases of landowners exceeding the ceiling limit, due to 
inheritance, gift or other transfers. It is interesting 
that no such case was reported during 1959-1961.ze Also, 
the affected landlords were allowed to exchange their 
land with the, resumed area if the land was untenanted. 
The patwari~ apparently helped these landlords in 
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substantial number.29 
During the sale of land .to landless .tenants, 

"Jnstances came to notice where sales of resumed land in 
favour of sitting tenants were subsequently cancelled en 
the ground tha~ the tenants had refused to purchase the 
land. Enquiries, however, revealed that in some cases the 
tenants had not · ·refused to purchase the ~and but-that 
certain interested ~rsons got such .sales,cancelle~ by 
the local officers. 11 30 It should also he remembered that 
landless tenants had to gg£g~ ZQ h~~ the land and possess 
the abili~ tc~purchase it. so even if landlords•did net 
exert their influence on tenants against the impending 
purchase, ·sales to these tenants could ~ave been 
cancelled only because they had no ready cash to show. 
There was no provision in the Regulation to assist these 
tenants with credit, etc. for these pur~oses~ 

Under the so-called upgrading scheme, in which a 
small owner/tenant was allowed to purchase some 
additional land to add to his existing holding, 
apparently large number of cases were reported of people 
(presumably not small owners) who bought a nominal area 
(no more than one acre) in various villages to become 
eligible to participate in the programme.Ji There is also 
evidence that land was auctioned or sold to persons other 
than tenants or small owners because of the insbilit~ or 
refusal of tenants to purchase the resumed land. These 
cases came to light more on those lands which were 
cultivated without tenants and.had been resumed by the 
government.32 

The power of landlords on tenants was best indicated 
by cases in which, even after tenants had purchased the 
land they were cultivating, landlords continued to 
receive their traditional share of ·crop as rer.t. ~his was 
of course attributed to the ignorance of tenants!~3 It 
has also been documented that in some areas when tenants 
refused to purchase the land they cultivated ~gtwari§ 
were empowered to determine the conditions of rent under 
which these tenants could he evicted from the resumed 
land. J• 

While the Land Beforms Regulation did not readjust 
landlord-kenan~ telations, the, insecurity for landless 
tenants increased because landlords started to expand the 
area for self-cultivation. This was perhaps for two 
reasons. First, removal of the tenants from the land 
would prevent the likely transfer of land to cultivating 
tenants in case a new land reforms proqramme was 
in~rcduced. Second, the tendency toward self-cultivation 
was also encouraged ty the demons~rable benefits of the 
G=een Revoluticn experienced in the i=rigated areas of 
the Indus basin. While there are no regional or national 
estimates on the number of evictions of tenants,. we have 
some definite evidence from·two studies conducted in the 
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late sixties,3s 
Finally, a word on "land qrabbing", This exi:ression 

refers to two phenomena in the sixties, First, in the 
newly irriqated areas of Sind, state lands were auctioned 
or sold on a large scale, in which civil and military 
officials participated most vigorously and were evidently 
given preferential treatment,36 Second, land allotments 
were made in the mid-sixties to military officials in 
border areas of the Punjab with India, partly as a reward 
for their services and partly to provide a buffer on 
these lands, However, most of these officials exchanqed 
these lands for areas away from the border, preferably 
located in the safe and irrigated areas of the Punjab, 

THI LAND REFORMS OF 1972: BACKGROUND AND CONSEQUENCES 

Ayub's qrip on power started slipping after the 
in~onclusive war with India in 1965, A sizeable and vocal 
op~osition to his rule existed in what was then East 
Pakistan (now Bangladesh) riqht from the beginninq, Most 
of the opposition in West Pakistan (now Pakistan) was 
limited to a few urban centres and among the 
intelliqentsia. 37 He had brouqht into the fold of Basic 
Democracy many of the influential elite. His praqmatic 
approach to industrial growth allowed the 
industrialist-businessmen to participate with the 
civil-military bureaucracy in the fruits of qrowth. The 
process of growth over which Ayub presided was net 
participatory and his political superstrupture stifled 
dissent, 

The first signs of troub1e for Ayuh Khan e~erqed in 
West Pakistan after the Tashkent Declaration· in 1966.38 
zulfilar !li Bhutto, who had been associated with, and 
some say trained by, Ayub Khan since the £Q~E d'e!s~ in 
l558, setered himself from Ayub'~ circle of policy 
makers. As the events were to unfold later, Bhutto had 
read the winds correctly. Bhutto joined the campaiqn 
aqainst Ayub in 1967. He formed, with a close circle cf 
friends, the Pakistan People's Par~y toward the end cf 
1967, The, Foundat±on Documents of the party contained a 
populist appeal couched in the rhetoric of "Islamic 
Socialism",39 In the decayinq staqe of Ayub's =ule, the 
PPP estal:lished its elf· firmly in Pakistan's politics. 
After the second Martial Law in March 1969, which 
followed Ayub•s "invitation" to the armed forces to 
administer the country directly, General Yahya Khan 
orqanised the first gene=al elections in 1970. The PFP 
emerged as the single most influential political qroup in 
the Punjab and Sind, and i~ captured a majority of seats 
in West Pakistan for the National •ssembly. 
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The Manifesto of ~PP contained in clear terms the 
preferred ideology of its le.aders: ."Islam is our faith", 
"Democracy is ou: policy", and "Socialism is our 
economy 11 .•o These were translated into sloqans, which 
clearly touched a resi:onsive chord of th~ peol}le': 11.!;QJ;.i" 
(food), "kfil2ra" (clothinq), and II makanw (shelter). For 
peasants, the PPP Manifesto included agrarian reforms, 
meaninq "elimination of feudalis~", ~nd' 11concrete ste~s 
in accordance with the established principles cf 
socialism to protect and advan~e the interests.of the 
peasantry 11.•1 PoYerty in rural Pakistan was att:ibuted to 
feudal landlords. Demolition of the feudal power, ty 
breakinq up the large landed estates, was then reqarded 
the most imi:ortant instrument for alleviating povert~: 

West Pakistani owners of large estates, the 
feudal lcrds, constitute a formidable obstacle 
to progress. Not only by virtue of their we~lth, 
but on account of their hold over their tenants 
and the neighbcuring peasantry, they wield 
consideratle power and are, even at present, a 
major political force •••• The breaking u~ of the 
large estates to destro~ the power of the feudal 
!andcwners is a national necessity that will 
have to be carried through by practical 
measures.•2 

Pakistan was disme•tered in December J971, following 
a per·iod of civil war and the aggression by India. u The 
military rulers, led by Yahya Khan, had been discredited. 
Consequently, power was transferred in the new Pakistan 
to a civilian whose party hatl acquired' the larqest number 
of seats in the elections of 1970.• Bhutto assumed the 
offices cf Chief Martial, Law Administrator and Pr~sident 
on December 21, 1971. He initiated a process cf 
legitimising his cwn and his party's po~er. He turned 
imuediately to introduce policy measures his party had 
pledqed to its constituents. 

zulfikar Ali Bhutto announced the outline of his 
land reforms in a national broadcast on March 1, 1972. to 
achieve the desired impact of his programme-, he declared 
a public holiday on March 3 "to commemcrate the infinite 
blessinq of this day, the beauty and splendour of its 
promise 11 .•• His speech included a scathing attack on the 
land reforms of 1959. He called them a "subterfuge", Then 
he characterised his own reform programme in these terms: 

The reforms I am introducing are basic affecting 
the life· and fortunes of the ccmmon man more 
than any other measure that we may introduce in 
the future. !hey will bring dignity and 
salvation to our rural masses who from today 
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will be able to lift their heads from the dust 
and regain their pride and manhood, their 
self-respect and honour.•s 

Bhutto emphasized that, while his announced reforns 
would cover a "wide spectrum", the basic aim was to break 
the power of the rent-collecting absentee landlords and 
improve the position of peasants, especially the landless 
tenants and small owners. PriYate ownership of land was 
to remain the basic institution, since it was in 
accordance with the tenets of Islam. More significantly, 
ownership of land was to be related to the individual and 
not family. !herefore, the ceilinq was to be applied to 
the ~ndividual holding. This was among the most important 
"objective" conditions in determining a limit on land 
holdings. 

The proposed reforms were to include: (a) new and 
lower ceiling on individual holdings, (b) resumption by 
the state of excess land without com.pensation, (c) free 
redistribution of resumed land to ~andless tenants and 
small peasant-owners, (d) exemption from future payment 
on land bought by tenants and smal·l owners' under the 1959 
land reforms, (e) new restrictions on the eviction of 
tenants, changes in· the responsibilities on· payment cf 
water rates, land revenue and seed costsr; (f) right of 
preemption for tenants on the land being sold by owners, 
(g) consolidation of landholdings, (h) introduction of a 
flat rate land r~venue system, and (i) ihtroduction of a 
works proqramme to create employment for aqricultural 
labourers. "' 

As €hief Martial Law Administrator of Pakistar., 
Bh~tto ,promulgated the-Land-Reforms Regulation of 1972, 
called the Martial L~w Regulation 115, on March 11, 
1972.•6 This Regulation repealed the Land Reforms 
Regulation of 1959. It was to take- effect in all areas cf 
Pakistan, except the tribal areas. I shall here discuss 
first. the provisions of the Regulation, with amendments 
made by the provincial assembiies in 1972 and 1973. Only 
a few of these amendments affected the main provisions cf 
the Regulation, although they rep~esented significant 
concessions.•? Then I shall evaluate the implementaticn 
of this programme, with consequent effectq on the 
agrarian structure of t~e country. 

(1) ~eiling on Individual Holding~ 
A person was allowed to own 150 acres irrigated or 

300 acres unirrigated or an area equivalent to 12,000 
PIUs, or whichever of these was greater. !he original 
Regulation had set the limit at 15,000 PIUs. There was a 
bonus of Q,000 PIUs added, to the ceiling of 12,000 PIOs 
to the owners of a tractor or tubewell., In the original 
Regulation, the bonus was set at 31000 PIUs, but the 
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condition was that the owner should have owned a tractor 
or tubewell before December 21, 1971. The condition now 
was changed to a bonus of 2,000 PIUs for the owner of a 
tractor/tubewell even if he came to o~n it after December 
21, 1971. The new ceiling, with or without a tractor or 
tubewell, was in any cas& siqnificantlr lo~er than 
allowed in the 1959 land reforms. More significantly, the 
new Requlaticn abolished exemptions fer orchards, stud 
and livestock farms. ,and 12.hi~arm!.h.§ (game farms>. 'It also 
disallowed exemption to private charitable andi religious 
institutiQ~s. The intrafamily land transfers were 
allowed, up to a maximum of 14,000 PIUs, if,. they took 
place between March 1, 1967 and December 20, 1971. All 
transfers after December 20, 1971 were declared illegal. 

The 1972 Regulation also dealt with the qµestion cf 
ceiling on the holdings acquired, except by inheritance, 
by civil servants since January 1959 and up to two years 
after leaving the service. The civil servants were to 
surrender all land in excess of 100 acres, Military 
officials were not subject to this .limit. However, they 
were affected in case they had exchanged land allotted to 
them in the border area with land elsewhere in the 
interior. 

To prevent the possibility of preemptive transfers, 
all landowners were required to submit declarations in 
case they possessed more than 12,000 PIUs (o5 100 acres 
for civil servants) at any time between March 1, 1967 and 
December 20, 1971. In view of the well publicised views 
of Bhutto on landownership, and with the r{sing star cf 
PPP after the elections of 1970, apparently many 
landlord~ transferred land among relatives to reduce the 
possibility cf confiscation if indeed a land reform 
programme was carried out.•a 

(2) Resum~tion of Excess Land and Its Redist~ibution 
A landcwner was allowed to retain the area of his 

chcice as long as it was in compact blocks of not less 
than an economic holding (50 acres in the Punjab and 64 
acres in Sind). This condition was similar to the 
provision in the Regulation of 1959. The most important 
departure in the new Regulation was that the excess area 
was tote resumed by the government without compensation 
to owners. In not allowing compensation for the resumed 
area, the Bhutto regime was carrying out one of Lts most 
important ideological points en the traditional ~ropenty 
rights cf landlords, However, as we will see lat-er, 
resumption of land without compensation greatly affected 
the quality of land the landlords surrendered to the 
state. The p=inciple of confiscation was extended to all 
other forms in which land was held, like orchards, stud 
and livestock farms, shika.£9shs, and trusts of charitable 
and religious institutions. 
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For the redistribution tf resumed land vested with 
the qovernment, the Regulation established fcllowinq 
priorities: 

(a) The landless tenants; cultivating resumed land 
for at least c~e season during 1971-72, were to be given 
without charqe an area no~ exceeding a subsistence 
holding (12.5 acres in the Punjab and 1€ acres in sind). 

(b) On the untenanted resumed land, where no tenant 
was cultivating it durinq 1971-72, resumed land was to be 
redistributed without charge to those smali 
cwners/tenants who possessed an area of less than a 
sutsistetce holding, so that they could upgrade their 
holdings to the size of a subsistence holding. 

{c) The resumed lands of orchards, livestock and 
stud farms, shikargahs, and trusts of charitable or 
religious institutions were to be used by the qovernment 
at its discretion. In case these lands were to be.leased, 
the former oijners would have the first option on the 
lease. This condition was evidently to accommodate those 
owners tlie· government (or ':he PPP leadership) wanted to 
favour o:i;;, penalise. There is indeed evidence that these 
lands were• used for this specific puq:ose in some areas 
of the Punjab and par~icularly in Sind.•9 

It shou~d be pointed out here that,· while the 
landle~s -tenants and small owners/tdnants were to get 
land without charge, there were specific terms and 
conditions· which they had to meet to re~ain their 
ownership· or possessicin of the redistributed land. The 
new Begulaticn, by repealing the 1959 Land Reforms 
Regulation, also s~a~ed that any peasant who still owed 
the government a part of payment for purchased land under 
the repealed Regulation woul~-not be reguired to complete 
his payment. The balance area under the repealed 
Requlation would be available for redistribution without 
cha:rg.e, . to landless tenants and small owners/tenants. The 
prinaiple of redistribution of land without charqe to the 
peasantry of course reflected the promise that PFP 
re~eatedlY made with the peasants. Also, it followed from 
the socialist principles th~ party and its leaders 
espou~d. Ihe possibility of acquiring a piece of land 
without cost represented to tenants a hope which had net 
earlier existed. The activism of the PPP workers, wit~ 
the rhetoric of their leaders, reinforced this feeling 
and indeed made it pervasive in the count·ryside. In fact, 
the general impression was that almost every peasant, and 
certainly the landless tenants (haris and muzaraeen), 
would become the owner of land he was cultivatinq. This 
created for the peasants serious problems later with 
landlords and revenue officials. 
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(3) .§~ri ty of J;.§!1!g1!£.Y Righ!§ 
While the PPP may have preferred a system in which 

most cultivators were also the owners, the 1972 
Regulaticn clearly admitted that the landlord-tenant 
system was there to stay in Pakistan. In view of the long 
history of failures of provincial tenancy acts, which had 
been legislated supposedly to improve the conaitions of 
lar.dless tenants, the Regulation introduced some changes 
in the existing provisions. The landlord-tenant relations 
were to be regulated by' following p~ovisions: 

(a) There would be no change• in the printiple·cf 
rent pay~ent in kind: the ~at~j system would remain 
unchanged. This was retained despite the demands for 
introducing cash payment on behalf of the tenants. ~-

(b) Tenants will no longer bear an¥ responsibility 
for land revenue, water rate and cost of seed. They !ill, 
however, share the cost of fertilizer and pesticid~s on a 
50:50 basis. Landlords were prohibited from levyinq any 
cess or charge, ab~~~ ,or haboob, and from using free 
labour, begar, of their tenants. 

Since tne Regulation set no new limit on the Qatai 
share of the landlord in the qross produce, but shift~d 
some of the expenses to the landlord, there would now te 
inducement for him to secure a higher share in the 
produce to compensate for his additional expenses. 

There were two additional provisions in the 
Regulaticr. which did not exist befote: 

(c) Tenants would have the right of preemption en 
land they were cultivating in case the landiord decided 
to sell it. 

(d) Tenants could not be evicted withob.t clearly 
establishing in a revenue. court that they had (i) failed 
to pay the rent, (ii) failed to icultiva-ce the lana 
according to prior arrangements, (iii) rendered, the land 
unfit for cultivation, and (iv) sublet their tenancy. 

(q) Restrictions on the ImB.grtibilit~ of Holdings 
The 1972 Regulation reiterated the principle of 

impartibility ~f landholdings in almost the same way as 
the Regulation of 1959 had specified. It confirmed the 
restrictions on partitioning of economic and subsistence 
holdings whether they were held individually or iointly. 
Three specific provisions were laid down: 

(a) The owner of an individual holdinq was net 
allowed to alie~ate any part of bis holding if by so 
doing the si2e was reduced below the subsistence or 
economic holding. He was free, however, to alienate his 
entire helding. 

(b) A jointly ewned holding of subsistence er 
ecenomic size could not be partitioned if in so doing the 
size of the holding was reduced below these sizes. 
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(c) A joint holding which could not be partitioned 
must be managed as a single unit. 

It should be noted that there was no specific 
programme for consolidation of the existing fragmented 
holdings. 

(5) l..!Pl11emeniation 
The Land Reforms Regulation of 1972 established a 

Land Commission in each province. A Federal Land 
Commission was also constituted to coordinate the work cf 
provincial Land Commissions and to assist the federal 
government in implementing the provisions of the 
Regulation uniformly and eguitab;y throughout the 
country. The provincial Land Commission staff was drawn 
from the Revenue services of each province. There was to 
te no representation of peasants or any other group to 
make the staff of Land.Commissions accountable for their 
actions or decisions. In this the new Regula~ion followed 
the administrative measures used by the Ayub government 
in 1959. The logic was that now the PPP, through its 
elected representatives and workers, represented the 
interests of the peasantry and would work as a watchdog 
on the bureaucracy at each administrative level. 

The im~act of a redistributive :and reform 
programme, such as the 1972 Regulation contained, depends 
mainly on the amount cf land which changes hands. This in 
turn depends on (a) the atea in excess of the de j.iu;~ 
ceiling (resumable area), an~ (bl the effectiveness of 
iu~lemen±ing the ~rogramme. I shall discuss these 
problems now. The upper limit of resumable area depends 
on the definition cf ceiling and en the/additional 
allowances given to a landowner. Like the Regulation cf 
1959, the new Regulation ap~lied the concept of ceiling 
on individual holding. Also, like the former Regula'tion, 
it defined the ceiling in te~ms of quality of land which 
would allow the size of holdings tc differ between 
various areas. While the ceiling was defined both in area 
and PIUs, it was the larger of the two which a landowner 
could retain. Further, the exemptions and allowances for 
transfer within a family were defined in PIUs as well. 
The most ~ericus ~roblem of defining the ceiling in PIOs 
was that their values had remained unchanged, while 
almost everything affecting their value had changed 
drastically in most areas of the Indus basin. The produce 
value of an acre of land was being grossly underestimated 
in the Indus basin, thanks to changes in prices, cropping 
intensities and patterns, irrigation, etc. The values cf 
PIUs, which the government chose to use, for a particular 
class of soil did not represent these changes. 

With the allowance of 12,000 PIUs·for an owner who 
did not own a tra~tor or tubewell, the size of the 
ceiling far exceeds the limit of 150 acres irrigated or 
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30C acres ur.irriqated. My own estimate of the ceilinq is 
about 400 acres irrigated in the Punjab and 480 acres 
irrigated in Sind. For an owner of a tractqr or tubewell, 
the ceiling in these provinces increqsed by.about 66 and 
80 acres. Now if an owner also took ~d~~ntaqe of the 
provision for intrafamily land transfer, u~ to a m~ximum 
of 14,000 PIOs, he could retain within the family up to 
28,000 PIUs. This would create a ceiling of about 932 
acres irrigated in the Punjab and 1,120 acres in Sina.so 
Using the quality of land as the basis of defining the 
ceilinq was in itself discouraginq those with productive 
land. It must be remembered that the values of PIU were 
still based on the revenue s~ttlements of the 1940s. If 
the PIUs had been revised upward, as changes in p~ices, 
irriqation, cropping intensity warranted, the allowable 
area would have been reduced considerably and the ceilinq 
on individual holding would be close tc 150 acres 
irriqated. 

The effect of the higher ceiling, defined in ,PIUs, 
is clearly seen in the data on a~ea of land resumed item 
owners of "excess" land at the end of Kharif 1971.- These 
fiqures are given in Table 5~5. The ~972 Regulation 
required everyone cwninq more than 12,000 PIUs to submit 
declarations to provincial Land Commissions. The number 
of these declarations in the Punjab and Sind was 12,925, 
of which 47 percent were in the former-and 53 percent in 
the latter ~rovince. Accordinq to the revenue records, 
there were at the end of 1971 almost 18,000 persons in 
the Indus basin (11,000 in the Punjab and 7,000 in Sind) 
who had holdings of 150 acres and above, and they owned 
3.9 million acres (2.2 million in the Punjab and 1.7 
million in Sind). we see then that of these owners only 
56 percent in the Punjab but almost all in Sjnd submitted 
their declarations. The discrepancy between the two 
~rcvinces may be explained by two factors. First, joint 
boldinqs have a substantial share in farm holdings in the 
Punjab. Second, the exemptions on intrafamily transfers 
ar.d on ownership of tractor/tubewell must have affected a 
substantially larger number of owners in this province 
than in Sind. 

Not all the declarants were "affected", in that 
their lands were not subject to resumption. The affected 
declarants were 1,064 in the Punjab and 690 in Sind, or 
only about 10 percent of all owners with holdinqs of 150 
acres and abcve. It should, however, be noted that a 
hiqher proportion of declarants were affected in the 
Punjab (17 percent) than in Sind (10 percent). 

The total area reported by these affected declarants 
was 1.2 million acres, of which 55 ~ercent was in the 
Punjab and 45 percent in Sind. This area was only 31 
percent of ~he repcrted area owned by person$ with 
holdinqs of 150 acres and above. The averaqe area per 
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TABLE 5,5 
Resumption and Redistributton of Land under the La~d Reforms Regulation of 1972 

Province/ 
Division 

Punjab 
Multan 
S~rgodha 
Rawalpindi 
Lahore 
Bahawalpur 

Sind 
Khairpur 
Hyderabad 
Karachi 

Punjab 
and Sind 

Holdings of 150,0 
acres and above 

Number 
of 
Owners 

10,920 
2,337 
2 085 
5,524 

404 
570 

6,799 
2,360 
4,373 

66 

17,719 

Area 
Owned 

(acres) 

2,221,695 
785,198 
727 ,Q02 
466',108 

81, '556 
161,231 

1,665,373 
570,117 

1,079,317 
15,939 

3 ,887',068 

Number of 
Declarants 

Affec
All ted 

6,148 

6,777 
3,150 
3,476 

151 

12,925 

l,Op4 
310 
357 
100 
122 
166 
690 
255 
431 

2 

1,754 

Area of 
Affected Area Area 
Declarants Retained Resumed 
(~r~) (~r~) (~r~) 

653,849 

536,844 
261,568 
273,548 

1,728 

1,190,693 

380,740 

220,454 
79,863 

140,514 
77 

601,194 

273,109 
145,911 

56,175 
34,567 

7,676 
28,780 

316,390 
181,705 
133,034 

1,651 

589,499 

Number 
of 

Area Persons 
Allotted Bene
(acres) fitted· 

183,365 
90,057 
39,716 
20,749 

7,112 
25,731 

125,025 
68,258 
56,560 

117 

308,390 

34,673 
13,910 

9,105 
4,695 
1,536 
5,427 

15,875 
7,820 
8,047 

8 

50,548 

Balance 
Area 
(acres) 

89,744 
55,854 
16,459 
l:3,818 

564 
3,049 

169,050 
112,168 

56,288 
502 

258,794 

Source: (1) Government of Punjab, Punjab Land Commission, Personal Communication, November 1978, 
~overnment of Sind, Sind Land Commission, Personal Communication, September 1978, 

.... 

...J 
CD 
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affected declarant was 778 acres in Sind and 615 acres· in 
~he Pun;ab. However, sir.ce these• declarants were allowed 
to retain 601,194 acres (380,740 acres in the Punjab and 
220,454 acres in Sind); the ~~ fact~ ceilinq on land 
works out to 358 acres in ~he Pun;ab and 320 acres in 
Sind. The result was that each of the affected dEclarants 
had to surrender 458 acres in Sind and 257 in the Puhiab. 
That the ~~ facto ceiling was somewhat higher in the 
Punjab than in Sind may reflect the•f~ct tha~ irrigated 
lands are far more dominant in Sind than in the Puniab. 
More significantly, diff~rence in the av~rage su=rendered 
area per affe~ted declatant in the two ~rovinces reflects 
the higher concentration of landownership in,Sind.s1 

The result in any case was that the 4overnment 
resumed only 589,499 acres, with 273,109 acres in the 
Punjab and 316,390 acres in Sind. It is significant that 
the resumed area was about 42 percent of the declared 
area in the Punjab and 59 percent in Sind. Of the total 
area owned by persons with holdings of 150 acres and 
above, the resumed area was 12 percent in the Puniab and 
19 percent in Sind. It is also interesting that resumed 
area was less than one percent of the total area of 36.4 
million acres in the Punjab and less than 3 percent of 
11.4 million acres in Sind. Further, about 59 percent cf 
the resumed area in the Punjab was uncultivated. We have 
no estimates of the proportion of uncultivated area in 
Sind. Finally, despite the much publicised differences 
between the 1959 and 1972 land reforms, the area resumed 
in 1972 was much smaller than in 1959: only about 25 
percent in the Punjab and less than 50 percent in Sind. 

The resumed area was to be allotted free of cost to 
landless tenants and small owners/tenants. Of the 589,499 
acres resumed in the Indus basin, only 308,390 acres (or 
52 percent) were allotted to the beneficiaries by the 
fall of 1978. The balance, 256,794 acres, consisted of 
mostly uncultivated land in some regicns of the Puniab 
and sind. In fact, 67 percent of this area in the Punjab 
and 60 ~ercent in Sind was regarded unfit for allotment. 
That a substantially higher proportion of resumed land 
was allotted in the Punjab (67 percent) than in Sind (40 
percent) indicates that much of the surrendered land cf 
landlords in Sind,was untenanted or uncultivated.s2 

According to the Land Commissions of the Puniab and 
sind, a total of 50,548 persons (34,673 in the Punjab and 
15,875 in Sind) benefitted from the redistribution of 
308,390 acres durinq 1972-1978. The average area cf 
allotted land to each beneficiary is 5.3 acres in ~he 
Pur.iab and 7.9 acres in Sind. While we have no official 
data on the number of landless tenants and ~mall 
owners/tenants in the ~ountry for recent years, I have 
estimated that their number in the Indus basin was about 
6.3 to 7.5 million.s3 Now if we added to the number of 
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beneficiaries another 22,000, who were reported-ly qiven 
land free of cost during 1972-78 under the repealed 
Regulation of 1959, the maximum number of beneficiaries 
among the landless tenants and small owners could net 
have exceeded 73,000. It is safe to say that no more than 
one percent of· the landless tenants and small owners 
benefitted from land reforms of 1972. The maier 
difference between the 1959 and 1972 land reforms was 
then in the fact that the new owners under the latter did 
not have to make payments for their allotted plots.s• 

It now becomes clear that the 1972 land reforms did 
not make a dent in the concentration of landownership in 
the Indus basin. For one thing, since the ceilinq was en 
individual holding and was to be defined in PIUs, the 
resumable area was greatly reduced. It was further 
reduced by the exem~tions and transfers allowed to 
landlords. consequently, most of the landlords retained 
their large holdings. From the limited amount of area 
thus resumed, it also follows that its redistributien 
could not have benefitted a substantial number cf 
landless ·or small peasants, That landlords surrendered 
mostly their uncultivated (or the least desirable) lands 
affected even more the amount of land available fer 
distribution. 

Any assessment of the effectiveness with.which the 
land reforms were implemented is made difficult by the 
fact that, unlike the official documentation after the 
1959 land reforms, we ha,ve no direct evidence or 
documentation for the 1972 land reforms. However, we can 
use the best available, thouqh indirect, evidence en 
events to analyse the implementation process, As was 
stated earlier, the political programme of the PPP was 
made putlic during 1967-1970, and its victory in 1970 
elections in West Pakistan had signalled to landowners 
the danger of confiscatiop of their lands, Some large 
landowne:ts joined· the PPP in its formative stage, partly 
because they felt aqgrieved, especially in Sind and in 
some areas of the Punjat, by the centralised power of the 
Ayub regime in which they did not participate to qreat 
advantaqe. Many of these landlords, as Bhutto, were from 
Sind. Other landlords, from the Punjab, joined the PPP 
ranks for obviously opportunistic reasons because they 
had read the moed of the peasantry in response to the 
populist appeal of this party,ss 

In the aftermath of the ciyil ~ar of 1971~ by which 
tim& Bhutto had emerged as the undisputed leader in the 
Indus basin~ mere landlerd~ joined khe PPP bandwagon. The 
announcement of the Land Reforms Regulation in 1972 
increased great·l v the expectatio11s of landless tenants 
and small peasants as ;it also increased the fears of 
landlords, especially a~ong those opposed to ~he PPP. 
since in several regiens.many zaminda=s and ja~irdars had 
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already joined the PPP as "friends" of the poor, the land 
reform measures created pressures mainly on those who did 
not belong to PPP. It is not unreasonable to suggest that 
the land reform measures may also explain the fncreased 
support of landlords for PPP. 

The task of implementing the ·reforms was given to 
provincial Land Commissions, whbse field organisaticn 
consisted of the Revenue bureaucracy at each 
administrative level. While there was.~o'chanqe in the 
structure and functions of revenue officials, the ·new 
political climate in the country created increased sense 
of insecurity among civil servants a.tall levels~ The 
leaders of PPP, followed by their worker~, were engaged 
in a highly publicised campaign of "accountability" of 
public servants to the representatives of the people, 
which meant to them. In many regions of Sind and some in 
the Puniab, where most landlords had prudently join~a 
PPP, the process of accountability became a convenient 
instrument to determine the outcome of land reform 
measures in their cases as well as for those landlords 
who remained recalcitrant to PPP or Bhutto. 

Like the 1959 Regulation, the new Regulation vesued 
the Land Commissions with the ultimate authority in all 
disputes arising {rom its implementation. All matters had 
to be directed to the officials of these Commissions. 
They were supposed to be the final arbiters in the 
triangle relating landlords, state and peasants. The 
reason for transferrinq the ultimate power of arbitration 
in landlord-tenant disputes, (especially in cases cf 
evictions) from the revenue officer to th~ revenue court 
was to "protect" the weaker pa.rty, in this case the 
tenant, from the arbitrary power of individual officer. 
However, this now meant that the tenant or small owner 
had to sustain a process of litigation for which he was 
least equipped. To begin with, his case was often weak 
from the time a field officer made·entry into official 
records affecting the peasant. For the peasant to prove 
the official wrong in a revenue court involved not only a 
substantial financial burden but more trouble with the 
landlord as well. In th~ system there was no organisaticn 
which could represent him inexpensively without fear or 
favour. The PPP had effectively destroy~d the base of 
peasant organisations, such as they were, by threats, 
jails and favours scon after the promulgation of the 1972 
Regulation.s6 Peasants were thus left in the hands of a 
qovernment which they had themselves elected! There was 
no longer the need for anyone to play a brokerts role 
between peasants' and their qovernment. However, the 
widely reported clashes between peasants and landlords 
(or their agents) in several ar~as of Sind, Punjab and 
the N.W.F.P. durinq the summer and fall of 1972 sliowed 
the nature of hopes, frustra~ions and fears in which the 
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FPP leaders and their wcrkers played no small role. 
Given the political climate in the countryside, the 

land reform measures were impaired in predictable and 
many ways. First, landlords were able ~c surrender waste 
or marginal lands as they had the cption to retain the 
best area. Then the so-called transfer of resumed lands 
to the landl€ss took two forms. In some cases, fictitious 
tenants or peasants became the recipients of resumed 
land. In ether cases, the landless were made owners in 
name only. The landlords continued to own the land,57 
several cases were reported to the author, at least in 
sind, that landless ~~ri~ handed over to their landlords 
~he titles they had received, many in the well publicised 
and open kutch~Ii~~ (meetings), ·and continued their work 
as tenants. Cne of the most important reasons for this 
was the fact that ~he tenant as owner could not have 
access to necessary inputs. (water, fertilizer, seed) 
which the landlord would no lpnqer provide. The ownership 
of land without finance or inputs would often invite the 
displeasure of the landlord without gaininq complete 
independence from him. In case a peasant as owner had 
resolved tc gc through the initial period on his own, it 
was by no means easy for him to qo to the revenue court, 
for he had Keagre financial resources (and usually no 
education) to challenge his landlord or the official in 
the village. Cf cqurse, many peasants were deterred from 
contemplating such action only because they knew well the 
consequences of defiance against the judgement cf 
landlords and revenue officials. 

The protection of tenancy for the landless tenants 
was supposedly among the major objectives of the measures 
taken by PPP in 1972. However, the handicaps of landless 
tenants were more numerous than of the recipients of 
resumed land, because the former were still entirely 
de~endent on their landlords~ The insecurity among 
tenants, and cases of evictions, increased in the 
mid-seventies also because increasing number of landlords 
were expanding self-cultivation. This was partly to take 
advantage of the favourable conditions of prices of crops 
and of inputs, especially capital inputs. But it was 
mainly tc preempt the menace of confiscation of their 
lands in the future. The landlords did not necessarily 
resort to eviction, for the alternatives were often more 
a~tractive to keep the tenants under pressure. They 
increased instead their demands in the batsi shares, 
es~ecially to offset the loss due to new expenses which 
they were supposed to bear themselves. 

lhe political rhetoric of PPP remained powerful, ~ut 
its polici~s inspired less confidence each day. The 
leaders cf the party had consolidated by mid-seventies 
their hold on the machinery of the state• in every 
~rovince and at every administrative level in the 
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country. In this the landlords participated with visible 
enthusiasm and vigour. Their rewards were often very 
handsome. Ihese rewards included at least increased 
loans, supposedly for agricultural deVdlopment, chanelled 
through the · state banking system. The holcl of the 
landlords on power in the rural areas had in fact 
increased and not decreased. The feudal elements were ty 
this time among 1:.he maj'or and powerful ·groups in the, PPF. 
To sust~in the new power arrangements ~n the country, tre 
PPP leadership resdrted to incr~ased ttse' of force against 
real or perceived detractors. This became quite a reqular 
feature in urban areas. In rural areas, the pt'oblem for 
PPP was less serious. For one thinq, peasants were not an 
orqanised force. Also, they had 1-ittle political 
alternative, for the ot-her political parties ma·de lit.~le 
if any commitment to alleviate their problems. Whatever 
little support they may have enjoyed disappeared iith the 
disinteqration of an organisation like bhe Sind Hari 
Committee in the early seven~ies. The predicament of the 
peasants was as frustrating as it was confusinq to them. 
In many areas, they found themselves as instrume~~s of 
political blackmail agaiDst the carefully selected 
landowners without. relief from their anxieties and 
poverty. Their sense of insecurity reinforced their 
frustrations. 

TEE LAND REFORMS ACT CF 1977: AN~ACT ON PAPER 

With the widening dispari1:.y between its populist 
rhetoric and its repressive practices, the PPP leadership 
announced at the end of 1975 measures to placate at least 
some among the peasantry. 'These measures included 
abclition of land revenue on owners of holdinqs of 12.S 
acres or less, and increased rates for owners of holdinqs 
of SO acres and above.se This no doubt was an attempt to 
reassure the peasants that PPP, and Bhutto in particular, 
were concerned about their welfare. However, by the fall 
of 1976, it was ap~arent that the popular support for PPP 
had slipped substantially in many a=eas. This was fur~her 
eicded by the emerqence of a well organised opposition ty 
the other political parties. While this was perhaps more 
serious in urtan areas, the rural areas were not without 
drift. Bhutto was caught in a morass, from wi~hin the PPP 
ranks and by the onslauqht from the outside.s9 True to' 
his tradition, he staqed a d~amatic demonstration of his 
party's unfailinq commitment to "Socialism". He responded 
to the increasinq ~ressure with a sense of ~iminq: in 
January 1977, he introduced ~ew land reform measures and 
then announced general elections in the country.60 

The Land Befcrms Act (Act II of 1 977) was 
promulgated on January 9, 1977.61 There were three 
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significant aspects of this Act. First, it reduced the 
maximum allowatle individual holding ~o the equivalent of 
8,000 PIUs, or 100 acres irrigated or 200 acres 
unirrigated. The new limit was two-thirds of the ceiling 
allowed in the 1972 land reforms. The second aspect of 
the new act was that landowners ~ere to be paid 
compensation (Rs. 30 per PIU in bonds which were 
heritable ·and transferable) for the surrendered land. The 
third aspect was th~t t~e resumed land would be 
distributed without charge in exactly the same way as 
prescribed in the 1972 Regulat.i,on. The new measures en 
ceiling and land redistribution were calculated to have 
their desired impact Oij peasants, reflecting the resolve 
of the "borL-again" PPP to eradicate feudalism and build 
a healthy peasantry. To reinforce the effect of Land 
Reforms Act cf 1977, Bhutto legislated changes in the 
land revenue ~ystem as ,ve+l. Land revenue was abolished 
for all cwner-cultivators ,with holdings of 25 acres or 
less, and an agricultural income tax system was 
introduced to replace the flat rate system for large 
landowners.62 i 

Bhutto and his Pakistan People's Party were 
overthrown in a QQ~~ ~•et~~ staged by the armed forces en 
July 4, 1977. The over.throw followed the turmoil after 
the March general elections, because the oppos1~1cn 
parties refused to accept the allegedly rigged resul~s.63 
Th~ new military regime, led by General Zia ul Hag, 
focussed its attentiQ~,on·a broad front to discredit ~he 
policies carried out by the Bhutto regime. In fact, among 
other •things, the Ma.rtial Law government suspended 
introduction of the new land tax structure which the PPP 
had announced in January 1977~ While the Land Reforms Act 
of 1977 was not altered, the evidence provided by the 
Punjab and Sind Land Commissions on its imple~~ntation 
indicat~s a policy of benign neglect.6• The legacy of 
feuda,li 9 m, r~mains strong in Pakistan. 
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NOTES 

1. M. Ayub Khan, ,Friends No~ Mast~,A Political 
Autobiogram (London: Oxfo~d University Press, 1967); 
H. Feldman, Revolution in Pakists.!ll ! ~tug_y Q!·ll~ 
Martial law Administration (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1967) ; Tariq Ali, hkistgll£ ]ilitgJ;:.Y ,Rule .£2£ 
jeople!§ Po1!er (New York: w. Morrow, 1970>_;: L.-. Ziring, 
The ,!yub ~ban Era: Politics i.n PakistgnL 1958-1969 
(Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press, t971); 

Raunaq Jahan, Pakistan: Failure in National Integr~tion 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1972). 

2. P.c. Joshi, 
India and Pakistan 
~tugies, 1974, 2: 171. 

"Land Reform and Agrarian Chal\g,e in 
since 134 7: I, 11 JournaJ .Qj Peasant 

3. Mushtaq Ahmad, "Land Reforms in Pak,istan," 
Pakistan .Horizon, 1959, 1: 30-36. 

4. H.C. Tai, "The Political Process of Land Reforms: 
A comparative Study," Civilisati9ns, 1968, 1: 6-7. There 
are two large studies on the economic·impact of the 1959 
land reforms: c. Be-rringe1:, "Welfar.e and Production 
Efficiency: Two Objectives of Land Reform in Pakistan," 
gakistan Development ]eview, 1962, 2:173-88, and Yasin, 
Socio-Eccn-0mi~ Effects. 

5. Pakistan, Report of the Land Reforms Commissi-0n, 
n • J:• 

6. Ibid., pp. 15-16. 

1. Ibid., p. 19. 

8. Ibid., pp. 29-30. 

9. Ibid., pp., 30-31. 

10. Ibid., pp. 22-23. 

11. Ibid., Appendix II. The method of estimation of 
Produce Index Units is given in this appendix. 

12. West Pakistan, Produce Indices for Districts of 
West Pakistan Under the Authorit_y -0f West Pakistan L..9:J!d 
Commission (Lahore, 1959). 

13. This estimate is based on the assumptions that 
the landlord (a) has no orchard, (b) transfers as· gif~ 
18,000 PLUs to three female depende~ts (one wife and two 
daughters), (c) transfers up to 18,000 PIUs among- his 
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heirs (children), and (d) keeps 36,000 PIUs for himself. 
With allowance for difference in the guality of land, we 
qet the following estimates of area a landlord could 
easily retain within the family: 

PIUS 
Retained and 
_Ira.nsffil_Ied 

72,000 PI Us 

Number of PIUs per Acre of Land 
50 PIUs ].2 .fIU.§ jQ PIUs 

1,440 
(acres) 

2,880 
(acres) 

7,200 
(acres) 

I have made extremely conservative estimates of the 
number of female dependents, because a substantial number 
cf landlords have more than one wife and certainly more 
than two daughters. Also, many landlords have orchards as 
well. The number of PIUS are rarely above 50 per acre. In 
most irriqated areas of the Indus basin, they vary from 
18 to 35 per acres, See: Ibid. 

14, West 'Pak,ist·an, Land commission, 1ang ,Refon12 .i.n 
j_g..§1 Paki.2ta.n, Vol, 1, (Lahore, 1960), p, 10, 

15, See Table 3.1, There were about 5 millicn 
landowners with a. total area of 49 millicn acres, 

16. See, for instance, Hyder Bux Jatoi, Disposal ~i 
2_ydu ]grra_g~ sta:;_g J&nd_§, (Hyderabad, December 1967). 

17. The higher number is qiven by Pakistan, Planninq 
Commission, The Fourth Five Year PlanL 1970-1975 
(Islamabad, July 1970);- p, 308. !he fiqure of 200,000 
beneficiaries cannot te accepted for the simple reason 
that the total redistrituted area was 590,000 acres. Much 
of this area was not even cultivated. The Planninq 
commission does not substantiate its claim, 

18, My estimate is based on the assumption that the 
maximum area bought ty a landless tenant could not have 
been more than 12,5 acres in the Punjab and 16 acres in 
Sind, These limits were set by the qovernment. The second 
assumption I have made is that a small owner/tenant 
bouqht 5 acres in the Puniab and 7 acres in Sind to 
upqrade his holding. Now given the data on land sold to 
these two categories of peasants in Table 5.3, it is 
reasonable to argue that the number of beneficiaries 
would be about 67,000, 

19, It may be relevant here to note that, while the 
j:g.91:rs were abolished, jg_girda~§ could retain like other 
landlords the legally maximum area allowed by the 
Requlation. However,· ~_gj.rdgrs were paid no compensation 
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fo:r the surrendered land. Also, ·it is significant that 
almost all ~ir§ were in Sind (178 out of 179 declared) 
and their total area was 637,144 acres. Only 42 percent 
of this area was resumed, and about 75 percent of it was 
uncultivated. It is safe to say that a very limited 
amount of the resumed iagir lands could have been 
distributed to peasants. See: Land Reforms l~ West 
Pakistan, Vol. I, Appendix XXIII, pp. 45J-452. 

20. In the Punjab and Sind, about 800,000 acr~s were 
available in 1972 as resumed area under the Regulation cf 
19~9. Of this 78,000 acres had been allott~d to~bout 
9,000 peasants in the Puniab by the summer of 1978. In 
Sind, about 148,000 acres had been allc~ted to just ove:r 
13,000 peasants by the middle of 1978. So about 226,0CO 
acres ,were distribu-:ed among 22,000 peasants from 197 2 to 
1978. These statistics were qiven to the author by t~e 
Puniab and Sind Land Commissions. 

21. West Pakistan, Land Commission, 1and Reform~ ln 
].§st Pakistan, Vol. III. (Lahore, 1967). 

22. On the system of Basic Democracy, see: K. vcn 
Vc:ry3, Po1iti£gl Development in Pakistan (Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1965), Chapter 9; 
Feldman, .B~~oluiion l.n Pa1is~g~, Chapter 8, and from 
Crisi.§ to Crisis~ Pakistar. in 1962-69 (London: Oxford 
University Press), Chapter 15. 

> 
23. ·'.!:he estimated number ranqed from 6,000 to 7,000. 

They were 'disqualified' from participating in pclitical 
activity and particularly in elections. For this the 
military qovernment issued the Electoral Bodies 
(Disqualification) Ordinance in 1959~ See: von Vorys, 

Political Develo~ment, p. 190; Feldman, Frgm Crisis iQ 
Crisi§, Chapter 15. 

24. Talukdar Maniruzzaman, "Crisis in Political 
Development and the Collapse of the Ayub Reqime in 
Pakistan," Journgl of ].§~~],oping Areas, 1971, 2:227. 

25. Alavi, "~he Rural Elite and Agricultural 
Development in Pakistan," in _Bursl 11fil~1gpme.n:J:. l.n 
Bangladesh and Pakistan, p. 347. 

26. Ibid., p. 346. 

27. Almost all of the evidence is cited in 1an~ 
Reforms l~ We§~ Pakistan, Vol. III. I interpret t~is 
evidence with the--assumption that unless a problem was 
serious or its magnitude large the government would net 
have included it in published documents. 
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28. Ibid., pp. 10-11. 

29. Ibid., P• 24. 

30. Ibid., P• 47. I have underlined the portions for 
emphasis. 

31. Ibid., P• 50. 

32. Ibid., P• 52. 

33. Ibid., P• 52. 

34. Ibid., P• 61 • 

35. Yasin, Socio-EcQnomic lifects: World Bank, The 
Consequences QL Fa£.! ,Tract~ in Pakistan, World Bank 
Staff Working Paper No. 210. (Washington, D. c., February 
1975), pp. 49-50. 

36. Evidence ctf "land grabbing" is found in Sind in 
the writings of Hyder Bux Jatoi, and its public exposure 
was done by zulfikar Ali Bhutto in his speech on land 
reforms of 1 1972. 

37. Feldman,~~ ~~isis to Crisi~: Jahan, Pakis!an, 
Chapter 7. 

38. This supposed agreement between India and 
Pakistan was reacfied in the city of Tashkent (U.s.s.R.) 
in January 1966. 

39-. Anwar H. Syed, "The Pakistan People's Party: 
Phases one and Two," in j 9 kista.!ll, The 1..Qng View, eds. 
L. Zirinq et al (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 
1977), pp,. 77-81. 

40. Pakistan People's Party, ~anifes!Q, Third 
Edition.• (La'.hore, 1970), P•' 3; 

I 

41. Pakistan Peopl~'s Party, constitution, Article 
16. (Lahot'e, 1967) • 

42. Pakistan People's Pa~ty, Manifes!2, p. 28. 

43. There are several accounts of the immediate and 
historical reasons for the dissolution of Pakistan. Three 
studies are quite contemporary: Feldman, From Crisis to 
Crisis; Jahan, Pakistan: ~alim Siddiqui, Conflict 4 -Crisis 
and ~ar in &,gkistg~ (London: Macmillan, 1972). 
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44. Sind, Land Commission, Sind Land Reforms Manual, 
Vol. I. (Hyderabad, August 1974), p. 92. This document 
reproduces the entire s~eech of President,Bhutto. 

45. Ibid., p. as. 

46. United Law Publishers, Manual .Qf. Lfil!d Reforms. 

47. ~. These amended acts and others passed by 
provincial assemblies are given in this publication. 

48. Herring and Chaudhry, "The 1972 Land Reforms," 
p. 249, 254. 

49. Some of 
disposal of resumed 
etc. qiven to the 
Commissions. 

this evidence appears in the data on 
lands under orchard~, §hikargahs, 

author by the Punjab and s~nd,Land 

50. I am assuming that one acre of land was 
equivalent to 30 PIUs in the Punjab and 25 PIUs in Sind. 
Since a substantial percentage of agricultu=al land in 
the Punjab is unirrigated, my assumption about the value 
of PIUs per acre may be on the high side., 

51. This evidence has been discussed in Chapter 3. 

52. It has been reported by the Punjab and Sind Land 
Commissions that of ~he allotted area to peasants about 
61 percent in the Punjab and 36 percent in Sind was 
cultivated. 

53. These estimates are based on the data for 
tenant-operated holdings and their area for 1971 and 1976 
given in Tables 3.3 and 3.4. 

54. Most of the lands 
livestock and stud farms were 
previous owners. See note 49. 
reforms of 1372 was done by 
Politics of Agrarian Reform 
1974, 5: 429-438. 

under orchards, shikargahs, 
leased out, mostly to their 
An early assessment of land 

Bruce J. Esposito, "The 
in Pakistan," Asian sur:rn . .l, 

55. Syed, "Pakistan People's Party," pp. 70-116. 

56. Khan, Sin~ H~ri Committee. 

57 • .!)awn, Karachi, October 3, 1978. In its "White 
Paper" on the abuse of power by the Bhutto regime, the 
~ilitary government has cited several important cases of 
"fraud" in the implementation of land reforms of 1972. 
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see: Pakistan, Rhi~~ Rs~~ Qil the Performance of the 
Bhuttotfillimg, Vol.IV. (Islamabad, 1979), pp.13-25. 

58. Pakistan Economist, November 15, 1975, pp. 5-6. 
I shall deal with problems of the· land revenue system in 
Chapter 8. 

59. Syed, "Pakistan People's Party," pp. 89-116. 

60. The general elec~ions were announced two days 
after Bhutto made public changes in the land revenue 
system and his new land reform measures. 

61. Lang Reforms Act~ 
Qecisions, Vol. 29, Lahore, pp. 

62. Finan£§ JSup.J21ementar~l Ac!.L 1977L fg~i 2~s~ 
Legal Decisi2ns, Vol. 29, Lahore, pp. 118-125. 

63. There are different interpretations of the 
elections and events which-followed them. I have found 
three interesting accounts: I.H. Burney, "March 1 77 
Elections: an Analysis," Pakistan Economist, July 23, 
1977, pp. 13-~3; M.G. Weinbaum, "The March 1977 Elections 
in Pakistan: Where Everyone Lost," Asi~ sury~, 1977, 
7:593-618; L. Ziring, "Pakistan: The Campaign Befo=e the 
Storm," .A.e.i.srn ~!:!];'..!:§~, 1977, 7:581-598; Aiiaz Ahmad, 
"Democracy and Dictatorship in Pakis':an," J.2ynal 2.f. 
Contempora.r1: A§is, 1978, 4:477-512. For an assessment of 
Bhutto's rule, see s.J. Burki, Pakistan Under BhuttoL 
1971-1971 (London; Macmillan, 1980). 

64. The evidence on the limited implementation of 
the Land Reforms Act of 19;7 has been given to the author 
by the Punjab and Sind Land Commissions. By the middle of 
1978, 84,459 acres in the Punjab and 23,414 acres in Sind 
had been resumed from about 3,000 declarants. However, no 
land has been redistributed. 
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Farm Productivity 
and Income Differentia.ls 

Most of the discussion on land reform •in 
underdeveloped countries has Deen focussed on differe~~e~ 
in productivity and income between farms by slze. ,La.rqe 
farms are presumed to be owned by persons who rely.mainly 
on landless cultivators. The contractual relationshit& 
here could take any of several forms. Sma:l farms, on the 
other hand, depend mostly on fami'ly labour. In the 
land-scarce and labour-abundant countries like Pakis~an, 
if the productivity level on small farms is higher than 
on large farms, and the former also use more of ..<the 
abundant and less of ~he scarce resources, then the 
important policy conclusion is that small owner-operated 
farms are both socially efficien~ and eguitable: However, 
if there is evidence that large farnts are' more productive 
than small farms, then this could be because of the 
monopolistic nature of pr-0duct and input markets, to 
which the small owner-oi:erq,t.ors have very limi":.ed access, 
The example of capitalist agticuiture in some 
underdeveloped countries has been ci ":ed, 'in which public 
policies have sui:ported large farmers often at the 
expense of small cultivators. !hese policies have ten·ded 
to discourage the use of abundant labour and favour the 
use of scarce, and mostly im'ported, capital. 1 

While the debate on differ~nces betweer. !arqe and 
small farms has clarified the impact of farm size on ~be 
use of resources in a system where far~s ate mainly 
owner-operated, i~ has not dealt with a more serious 
problem facing several underdeveloped countries of Asia. 
Take the example of Pakistan. Notwithstanding the 
official pronouncements and the technocratic approaches 
adopted by economists, the agrarian problem of Pakistan 
has been the high concentration of landownership in the 
har.ds cf noncultivating (often absentee) landlords with a 
large number of sharecroppers. The other class of 
cultivatcrs are owners of small holdings. The result is 
that most operational holdinqs (farms) are smaller than 
25 acres, and they are cultivated by landless 

191 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



192 

sharecroppers in Sind and by small owners (many of them 
are tenan~s as well) in the Punjab. The problem in 
Pakistan is not simply that there are large and small 
fa=ms, of which the former are the dominant and the 
latter preponderant, and that they differ siqnificantly 
in levels of productivity and use of resources. More 
importantly, while land is owted.in large esta~es, it is 
cultivated in small parcels by landless sharecroppers as 
also by small owner-operators. The larqest number of 
operational units then are small farms and, in many 
reqions of the Indus basin, they are cultivated cy 
landless sharecroppers and owner-operators. 

There are then two simultaneous problems. How do 
large and small farms differ in levels of productivity? 
Also, how do sharecroppers compare with owner-operators? 
I shall here conc~ntrate on the second question for tio 
reasons. First, there already exists relatively more 
evidence on the use of resources by farm size. Second, 
and more important, reason is that the analysis of farms 
cy tenancy would provide the relevant and direct 
information needed for a ].and, reform programme, which in 
present circumstances is perhaps still a politically 
viable alterijative for Pakistan.2 

RELATI~NSHIP QF FARM SIZE AND LAND TENURE WI!H 
FECDUCTIVITY OF LAND ANt USE CF INPUTS 

In this section, I test ~ight hypotheses. The first 
twc are specifically related to the effect of farm size 
on lana productivity and ~eturns to scale. The other six 
hypotheses are designed mai-n~~ to depict the re~ationship 
of tenancy tc use of resources. For these tests, I use 
farm data I collected from a randomly selected sample cf 
732 farms of various sizes and tenure in the Puniab and 
Sind. 3 The estimated equa~ions are log (natural) 
transformations of the Cobb-Douqlas production function. 
The variables and symcols used in these equations are 
defined as follows: 
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ln = 
TVP = 

VA = 
CA = 

CULA = 
M = 
F = 

FP = 

* = 
** = 

1 93 

Natural loga.rithm 
Total Value of Crop Output (in Rupees) 
Value Added, which is TVP minus cost of seed 
and fertilizer (in Rupees) 
Crop Aiea (in acres) 
Cultivated Area (in acres) 
Mandays of Famiiy and Hired Labour 
Expenses on Chemical Fertilizers (in Rupees) 
Expenses on Animal Labour and Machines (in 
Rupees) 
Coefficient is significant at the 99%·level 
Coefficient is significant a~ .the 9 5% l~_yel 

R2 = Adjusted Coefficient of Determination 
n = Number of Observations 

standard errors of coefficients are givei in 
parentheses. 

1!.:l~Qthesi§ li 1gnd Rroductivity Q~~.§.fila s~ Far~ Size 
Increases. 

ln(TVP/CA) = Constant - 0.092* ln(CULA) 
(.014) 

(n = 732) 

Farm size is iepresented by cu~tivated area. The 
hy~othesis cannot be rejected as the land coefficient is 
negative and significant. The g~oss v~lue of output per 
acre declines as farm size increas~s. 

ln (TVP) = 5.468 + 1.024* ln(CA) + 0.179* ln(M/CA) + 
(.018) (.022) 

0.097* ln(F/CA) + 0.014 ln(FP/CA) 
(.008) (.024) 

(R2" = O. 66) 
(n = 732) 

This equation yields the elasticity cf gross value of 
output with respect to used inputs. Wit,h, q.1i other 
factors measured on ~er acre basis, the land coefficient 
minus unity (1.024 - 1) helps to test th~ hypothesis en 
returns to scale. Here the value of the coefficient is 
not different from unity at the 99% level of 
significance, This confirms that returns to scale are 
constant, 

In Hypotheses 3 to 6, I shall ,introduce a, dummy 
variable for tenancy, Dt' taking the value of one for 
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owner and zero for tenant farms. 

Hypothesis .Ji Value Add~g p~·Acre Decrea~~ ~~ Farm 2·ize 
Increases ang It is Hi~her on owner than Tenant ~ID~~ 

ln(VA/CULA) = 7.302 - 0.229* ln(CULA) + 0.090* D 
(.080) (.153) t 

(n = 732) 

The hypothesis cannot be re;ected that value added 
declines as farm size increases and it is higher en owner 
than tenant farms. 

MY.EQthe2.i§ !i ~~.QEping Intensity Decreases as Farm Size 
Increa.§.g§ fill£ 11 is Hi~her on Owner than Tenant Farms. 

ln (CA/CULA) = o. 577 - o. 123* ln (CULA) - o. 102* Dt 
(.016) (.030) 

(n = 732) 

The first part of the hypothesis can~ot be reiected, 
because croppinq in~ensity qoes down as farm size 
increases. However, the second part is rejected, because 
the dummy has a significant and neqa~ive value: croppinq 
intensity is ·l'dwer on 'owner than tenan"; farms. 

"' 
!!YPothesis 5. Value Added per Manday Increases with ~arID 
~i~g and It is Higher 6n owner than Tenant Farms. 

ln (V:A/M) ~ ·2. 546 -+" .0 ..J.3..0 *- ln (CULA) + 0. 0 56** D 
(.058) (.110) t 

(n = 7 3 2) 

As expecfed, larqe farms have a higher value added per 
manday than do sma1.l' f,arms. The important poir,t though is 
that owner farms have a hiqher value added per manday 
than tenant farms. The dummy variable is significant at 
the 95% 'level, 

.!!.Y~Qthe2 is ~-&~ Use of Human Labour Decreases as FaAID ~ize 
Increases and I"; is Hi~her on Owner than Tenant Farms. 

ln(M/CULA~ = 4.487 - 0.707* ln(CULA) + 0,137* D 
{.020) (.039) t 

(n = 732) 

The hypothesis is confirmed. The second part is of some 
significance, as value added per manday is apparently 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



195 

also higher on owner than tenant farms, a~though ~he 
former use more human labour. 

filpothesis L ].§£ of Parm Power De.s;;:::-eag.§ .s.§ Farm Sii,£ 
Increases an_g It i.2 HigheJ;: on Owner than .. Tenant Fa:£J!l§.• 

ln(FP/CULA) = 4.310 - 0.252* ln(CULA) + 0.0~2** Dt 
(.026) (.0,50) 

Jn = 7}2) 
. a r 

The hypothesis is- confirmed as the coeffici~nt5; have the 
ex~ected signs and• they are significant at ~he J9% and 
95% levels. ihat farm power seem.? to deer.ease with si.ze 
cf farm reflects the fact that most farms use more animal 
labour than machines, although the proportion of machines 
increases on very large farms in scme regions of the 
Punjab and Sina. 

fil.EQthesis 8·. Use of Fertilizer Increasm2 with Farm ~il:.!'l 
~D~ It is lUJiper on Owner than Tenant Farms. 

ln(P/COLA) = 3.367 + 0.140* ln(CULA) + 0.086* Dt 
(.042) (.080) 

(n = 732) 

The hypothesis is confirmed as the coefficients are 
significant and have the expecteft signs. 

The results on differences between farps by size 
strongly suggest that large farms are net as productive 
as small farms and the forme,r use more of the scarce and 
less of the abundant resources. The evidence of. con~tant 
returns to scale shows that the technology-bias has not 
affected the allocative effi~iency on smali ~arms. 
Despite the ap~arently greater use of fertllizer per acre 
on large farms, their lower value added can be explained 
by the lower cropping intensity. The higher value .added 
per manday on large farms can be explained by the lower 
cropping intensity and to some extent by the use of farm 
machinery. since we have aggregated anima~ labour with 
machines, we get no clear idea of tpeir separate 
relationship to farm size. We have, however, in<iependent 
evidence that farm machinery is almost ~xclusiyely used 
on large farms.~ The use of human and animal labour.with 
higher cropping intensity on small farms, ,ith the 
consequent higher productivity of land (scarce factor), 
leads to an important policy conclusi9~. since 1 la.rge 
farms in the Indus basin apparentlyL use the ?Carce 
factors less efficien-1:ly than small farms, ,a land syst.em 
mainly of small farms would serve better the twin g~afs 
of efficiency and equity. r 
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The use of the dummy variable for tenancy in 
Hypotheses 3 to 8 allows us to make some useful 
observations on differences between owner and tenant 
faims. It is evident that value added per acre is hiqher 
on owner than tenant farms. This can be attributed to the 
use of more human labour, fertilizer and farm power ty 
owner-operators. That cropping intensity is apparently 
higher on tenant farms can be explained by the fact tha":. 
landowners usually parcel out to their tenants small 
pieces of land which will maximize their rent, Further, 
at least in Sind, h~i~ are allotted pieces of land 
within a system of rotation which forces the tenants to 
use the same piece of land more often in a year than do 
small onwers on their land. 

PRCDUCTIVITY AND LAND TENURE: A RIGOROUS TEST 

To examine productivity differences between owner 
and tenant farms, we should estimate and analyse their 
production functions. In order to minimize the systematic 
hiases resulting frcm differences in soil conditions, I 
have selected a random sample of 114 farms (57 
owner-operated and 57 tenant-operated) from relatively 
homogeneous areas of the Indus basin. To control the si2e 
effect, I have included in this sample no farm of over 25 
acres. In fact, the averaqe size of owneI farms is 14.31 
acres and of tenant farms 13.39 acres. The standard 
deviations are equally small, so that these averages aie 
reasonably good representatives of their samples. 

In Table 6,1, I have estimated by the ordinary least 
squares method the follow±ng--ioq (natural) transformation 
of the Ccbb-Doug'la s pioduction function: 

ln (TVP) = ho + b' ln (CA) + b ln (F) + b ln (M) + b4 ln (Fi:) 
., 1 , 2 3 

There are fobr estimated equations. The first three are: 
(I) for all fatu(s 1

, ·(II) owner farms, (III) tenant farms. 
The fourth eguartion '·is f"or ail (pooled) farms with a 
dummy variable> l"(.I\),• •Thes·e egu'a:tions can be used to see 
di fferetlces in tne 'intercept and slope of product icn 
funct1.on's of bw1ler and tenatlt farm's. 

Since the 'additive dummyJ variable is net 
significant, thoug~ positive, in the fourth equation, ~e 
cannot reject the hypothesis tha't "intercepts of the two 
production· functions are the same. However, the 
covariance test on these functions "shows that they are 
significantly different from each other, as the actual 
value exceeds th~ critical F value (F = 3.20). Also, I 
tested the multiplicative form of dummy variable for 
slcpes. There are significant differences in the land and 
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TABLE 6.1 
Estimated Production Functions of Owner and Tenant Farms 

Type Number Land 
of of Tenancy Con- Coeffi-
Farm Farms Variable stant cient 

(n) (Dt) (bo) (bl) 

All 
Farms 114 --- 5.322 0.646* 

Owner (.065l 
Farms 57 --- 3.628 0,393 

Tenant ( .117) 
Farms 57 --- 4.800 o. 713* 

All Farms (,085) 
(Pooled) 114 0;016 5.319 0,646* 

(.075) ( .065) 

a* Coefficients are significant at the 1% level. 

b Standard Errors are given in parantheses, 
C -2 R is the Adjusted Coefficient of netermination. 

Ferti- Human 
lizer Labour 
Coeffi- Coeffi-
cient cient 

(b2) (b3) 

0.299* 0.171* 
(.019) (.067l 
0.286* 0.410 
( .024l ( .177) 
0.240 0.116 
( .028l ( .077) 
0.299 0.167* 
(.019) (.068) 

Farm 
Power 
Coeffi-
cient 

(b4) 

-0.007 
( .062) 
-0.038 
( .077) 
0.083 

(,098) 
-0.006 
( .062) 

ii2 

o. 71 

0.71 

o. 75 

o. 71 

w 
.J 
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lalour coefficients on these farms. This can le 
interpreted to mean tha~ the allocative efficiency is 
higher en owner than tenant farms. This is supported ly 
the higher values of the input coefficients, human labour 
and fertilizer. Their expected contribution to changes in 
output en owner farms is much higher. At the given 
geometric mean levels for output and input, we also get 
the higher marginal value products on owner than ter.ant 
farms.s The expected contribution of la~d to change in 
output is evidently very high on tenant farms, which is 
perhaps supported by ~he higher cropping intensity or 
that they tend to have a higher irrigation ratio. The 
observed differences in the production functions cf owner 
and tenant farms are quite consistent with the earlier 
evidence on level of productivity and use of human 
labour, fertilizer and farm power. 

our results do not support the "egual efficiency" 
hypothesis on owner-operated and sharecropped farms.6 
Instead they tend to reinforce the arguments against this 
hypothesis in several important respects. Take first the 
argument on the use of human (family) labour. As we saw 
in Chapters 4 and 5, the sharecropping contracts in 
Pakistan involve mainly a proportionate distribution of 
gross output between the sharecroppE)r and landlord. These 
contracts, at least in theory, imply an egual ,division of 
output between the two parties. However, in fact, th~re 
are some varia'!.ions in it (a) partly because of 1;he 
differences in the system of irrigation (and irrigation 
increases the share of landlord to 60 percent), and (b) 
partly because of the claims and levies which a landlord 
can exact from the sharecropper~ which can range from 10 
to 20 perceht of the tenant's share.1 If now we assume 
that the amount of land is fixed, which is indeed the 
case for the sharecropper, landlord's share in gross 
produce will dec;ease the amount of labour a tenant uses 
on the farm. 

This is illustrated in Figure 6.1.e Let us assume 
that we are in a world of perfect competition and 
complete certainty. The marginal product (dO/dL) of an 
owner-oPerator is CL. He will use OL1 amount of labour, 
where his marginal' product is egual to the given waqe 
rate (W), and his total output is OCFL1 • Let us introduce 
a proportionate rent contract of the landlord with 
tenant. !he tenant's marginal product would be BL, or 
(1-r)dO/dL, where r is the landlord's share •. The tenant 
will use OL2 amount of labour, as it equates his marginal 
product iith the wage rate. The total output is OCEL2, in 
which the share of the landlord is BCEG. Now if the 
landlord's share in gross produce increases, which can 
result from the monopoly of landownership,. f::::om r to r*, 
the marginal product of tenant would be (1-r*)dO/dL, er 
Al. The tenant will use OL3 amount of labou=, where his 
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Figure 6.1 

Share of Tenants and Owners in Output 

OL---------'--......,___._ __ _ 
L Labour 

Time 

Source: P.C.lp and C.W. Stahl. "Stytems of Land 
Tenure, Allocative Efficiency and Economic 
Development.'' American Journal of Agricultural 
Economics, 1978, 1 :20. (Adapted by permission.) 
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marqinal ~reduct is eguated with the 
outpu~ is OCDL3, in which the share 
We see that the increased share 
decreases the tenant's share but 
latour used to cultivate land. 

wage rate, The total 
of landlord is ACDH. 
of landlord not only 

also the amount cf 

The landlord can qet more work from his tenan~. i.e. 
MF(L)>W, by increased supervision and enforcement. This 
may involve extra costs which exceed the additional 
output the landlord receives from the inereased labour of 
tenant.9 However, in a feudal ar.d highly differentiated 
land svstem, such as many regions in Pakistan have, the 
monopoly power of landlord would allow him to increase 
the "ex;loitation" of tenants without incurring 
additional costs for the extra effort and work.to Land 
concentration alone may not create these conditions. rhe 
other condition would be the lack of alternative 
em;lcyment opportunities for tenants, except perhaps as 
waqe labour on the self-cultivated portion of landlord's 
estate. I shall xeturn to this, argument in another 
context later in the chapter. 

The second argument suppor~ing tbe empirical 
evidence on superior performance by cwner~operators is 
the "X-efficiency" hv;othesis.11 This hypothesis reiects 
the Neo-classical assump~ion that there ds one-to-one 
correspondance between input and output in any 
organisation of production. While the x-efficiency thesis 
has been used to explain efficiency differentials between 
production units with equal inputs, we can legitimate~y 
ap~ly it'to our evidence on.owner and tenant farms. Even 
if it is true that an owner-operator tears all the risk 
himseLf, whereas the risk is shared in a landlord-tenant 
con~ract, the higher l~vel of efficiency d~monstrated by 
the owner results from the incentive ar.d motivation which 
ownership of lahd ~ives him to do his best. 

The third argument is that in a sharecropping 
system, which'' is' based on rent-in-kind (!!.staj,), the 
tenant ., is, discouraged from taking risks beyond the needs 
for subsistence because he cannot take advan~age cf 
chanqes· in relative ~rices of outpu~s and inputs. By the 
same token. the landlord finds little if any incentive to 
unrlertake new investment in response to price chanqes. A 
cas-h ren't s·yst'em ·car. 'remove t'o some extent this barrier 
to ri~k t~king :~.nc;_. in,v,estment. However, as lonq as the 
rent is pro;ortiona·l to qross value of o i:tput and not 
fiJt~'d. tne: incentive 'to tenant for applying hiq-b~r level 
cf effort and inpu~s remains limited. A sharecteppinq 
system m;y J creat~ th~ 1addi~io'llal incentive' if only the 
variable rent was fixed. Further, fixed rent should 
reflect the capitalized value of land and not the 
monopoly power of landlord, as the ground rent now does 
in most regions of the Indus basin. 
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There are ~wo other related issues which I must 
discuss here. First, there is the argument that a tenancy 
contract is a better alternative than a wage contract. 
This has immediate relevance to the Indus basin, as an 
increasing proportion of large landowners, at leas~ in 
the irrigated plains of the Punjab; are expanding 
self-cultivation on their lands. This they do ty 
transferring the tenant-operated land into a wage 
contract arrangement. Tenant farms ha've decreased and 
tenants (with small owners) are joining the ranks cf 
workers whose condi t:i:on lias been far D!6re. precad.ous. We 
should also remember that capitalist agriculture, limited 
though it is to some areas of the Indus basin, has 
induced substitution of machines for labour. Let us new 
look at differences between the tenancy and wage contract 
systems. 

A wage contract with the landlord as a substitute 
for tenancy, however c~pressive a tenancy might be, is a 
less desirable state for the tenant for two reasons. 
First, he must give up whatever "safety" he may have 
enjoyed as a tenant in his attachment with the land.12 
second, the incentive in a share tenancy, (kind or cash) 
is ~ropcrtional to the share of tenant in total output, 
1-r, where r is the share of the landlord. Let us look at 
this argument in Figure 6.2.13 Assume that the marginal 
product of owner-operator is lrigher than of wa~e worker, 
given by A1 A for the former and A2 A3 for the latter. If 
landlord's share is r, the tenant's marginal prcduct is 
(1-r)dO/dL or A4 A. In the wage contract: total output is 

OA2 CL, from ~hich the worker gets OWC~. Let us say that 
the tenant also puts the same amount of la"our time, Ol, 
where the marginal products are equated with the wage 
rate, total output of the tenant is OA1 BL, from which the 
landlord gets A4 A1 BC. The share of tenant is OA4 CL, which 
is greater than. OWCL (share of the ~orker in total 
output) by WA4 c. This represents the additional amount of 
output (income) which a tenant gets over a wage worker. 

The second issue is of monopoly power of the 
landlord. The monopoly power enjoyed by large landowners, 
with the increased profitability of self-cultivation, can 
lead to monopsony power over labour.1• This means that 
not only the pressure on tenants will increase but the 
wage level in agriculture can deteriorate as well. We can 
see this in Figure 6.3. Let us assume. tnat the supply of 
labour initially is s 1 and its corresponding marginal 
ex~enditure line is me1 • The demand for labour ty 
landlords is d 1 , and it equates me1 at H. This determines 
OL1 amount of labour at ow1 wage level. Now assume ~hat 
landlords decide to keep more of their land ·fer 
self-cultivation and they use hired labour. This will do 
two things. First, more cultivators (~enants) will te 
looking for work as there is less land available for 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



202 

;;, 

,I 

FIGURE 6.2 

Share of Tenants, Owners and Wa1cers in Output 

dO -dl 

,,. 
L A Aa A Labour 

Time 

Source: Figure 6.1 (Adapted by permission) 
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FIGURE 6.3 

Effect of Agricultural Employment on. Wages 
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rentinq. This will shift the supply line from s1 to sz, 
with the new corresponding marginal expenditure line me2 • 
second, landlords will increase their demand for waqe 
latour, shifting the demand curve to riqht, from d~ to 
d 2 • The new demand curve intersects the tew marginal 
expenditure line me2 at E, determining o~ amount of 
labour time which will be hired at the new wage ow2 • More 
latour is hired only because more of the landlords' land 
is being self-cultivated, but the wage level has qone 
down from w1 to w2 • We see then that monopoly in the land 
market, itself a distortion maintai~ed by the political 
and economic power of landlords, can translate into 
monopsony power in the labour market. This tendency is 
greatly reinforced ir at the same time nonagricultural 
employment is not expanding rapidly and landlords are 
substituting nachines for men. In the next section, I 
shall develop these points further in light of the 
evidence from the Indus basin. 

TENANT SHARES AND INCCME CHANGES 

In the ~g!si system of Pakistan, share of the 
landlord can vary a great deal, depending on a variety cf 
factors. It can vary w~th the kind of irrigation, with 
hiqher shares claimed by landlord in irrigated reqions. 
His share can also be affected by tbe sharing agreement 
on costs of seed, fertilizer, etc. But, above all, 
landlord's share is supplemented by his claims in the 
form of free labour and perquisites. I am here assuming 
that landlord gets about one-half of gross produce. en 
this assump~ion, I have estimated gross and net incomes 
of owner and tenant farms from the sample of 114 farms. 

In Table 6.2, we see that farm incomes (gross and 
net) of owner-operators are about 130 percent higher than 
of tenants. Even incomes (gross and net) per cultivated 
acre en owner-operated farms are higher by over 115 
percent. These differences are consistent with the 
evidence on efficiency differentials between owner and 
tenant farms. From this evidence, we can also make sone 
more interes~ifiq observations on changes in distribution 
of income between reqions. In a region in which the 
ownership of land is concentrated in the hands of a 
relatively small number of large landcwners and 
cultivation is done by a large number of landless tenants 
on small parcels of land, we should also expect a hiqhly 
skewed distributicn of income. Let us demonstrate this 
problem by an example. 

Take a landlord who owns 400 acres of cultivated 
land~! am disregarding here the uncultivated portion cf 
his total holding~of which he cultivates only 50 acres 
himself with hired labour. He rents 350 acres to 27 
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TABLE 6,2 
Average Gro"ss and Net Incomes of Owner and Tenant Farms 

Farm Size and Income 

Average Farm Size (acres)a b 
Gross Income per Farm (Rupees) 
Gross Income per Acre .(Rupees) 
Net Income per Farm (Rupees)c 
Net Income per Acre (Rupees) 

Owner 
Farms 

14.31 
12,209,58 

853:22 
8,334.86 

582.45 

205 

13.39 
5,266.15 

393,29 
3,666.05 

273,79 

Source: M,H, Khan, The Economics of the Green Revolution,in 
Pakistan, 1975. 

aThe average farm size of owner and tenant farms is not significantly 
different at the 1% level, 

bThe gross income refers to the total value of crop output at the 
reported market prices, 

cThe net income is gross income minus the cost of seed, fertilizer, 
etc, 

dThe tenant's income is his share (50 percent) in the total value of 
crop output. 

landless sharecro~pers, with about 13 acres to each "of 
them. Using the gross income data from Table 6.2, the 
landlord's share is Rs. 393 per cultivated acre as rent~ 
His total share from 350 acres would be Rs. 137,550, 
which is equal to the amount received by 27 tenants, 
Further, since the landlord has 50 acres en waqe 
contract, his return on this land could be even qreater 
because of the conditions of wages, as I have arqued 
earlier. Now take another example in which on the same 
area of land, 350 acres, there are small owner-operators. 
Each of these cultivators owns and cultivates about 13 
acres, the same size that a ~enant in the previ.ous 
example cultivated, Follow,inq our tests on productivitv
differences, we can conclude that these owner-operated 
farms will te more efficient and the qrowtR in their 
incomes will lead to greater egui.,y. A similar argument 
ap~lies to the exam~le of larqe and small farms, if the 
former are less efficient than the latter. our study has 
suqgested that large farms in the Indus basin are not 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



2C E 

more efficient than small farms, although we have 
evidence that their income per acre has been higher.is 

Let us now put our results and discussion in the 
context of regional growth patterns and agrarian 
structure outlined in Chapters 2 and 3. We have found 
that, in the Punjab, the Eastern and Western regions grew 
most rapidly during the seventies. They, however, 
differed in two impcrtant respects. First, in Eastern 
reqion mcst cf the growth was contributed by factors 
other than expansion in crop area. But in Wes~e=n region 
most of the growth was due to increased crop area. 
second, in the former region, concentration cf 
lardownership is low and small owner-operators dominate, 
but in the latter landlord-tenant system is more dominant 
with a much higher land concentration. If our results en 
differences in land productivity and allocative 
efficiency are correct, and our estimates an incomes cf 
owners and tenants are also representative, we can 
conclude that ,the hiqh growth performance observed in 
Eastern region must have been efficient and equitable. en 
the other hand, the hiqh growth rates in Western region, 
derlved mainly from expansion of area, must have 
increased concentration of income with that of land. The 
i~~act on tenants vis-a-vis small owner-operators must 
have been worse still. 

A somewhat similar conclusion can be drawn in 
ccmparinq the Qrowth experiences cf Northern and southern 
reqions of Sind in the seventies. There is perhaps one 
major difference in Sind from the Punjab, mainly because 
of dominance of a landlord-tenant reqime in the former 
prcvince. With little change in the concentration cf 
landownership in. Sind, the distribution of new income 
must have increased the economic power of landlords even 
more. This is despite the fact that tenant-operated farms 
have been evidently less efficient than owner-operated 
farms. 

I shal~ now discuss two final problems related to 
conditions of ag~iculture in the Indus basin. The first 
problem has to do with the apparent slowdown of 
aqricultural qrowth in the seventies. I explored some 
~robable causes of this problem in Chapter 2, Here I 
shall complete that discussion ~Y focussing on the 
aqrarian structure. We have seen that the Green 
Revolution in Pakistan, limited• though its impact may 
have been by regions and income groups, strengthened tlre 
emerging capitalist agriculture in the sixties and 
seventies. However, there is ~lso the experience of slow 
growth in ~any ar~as since·the early seventies. One cf 
the important· barrLers'to rapid expansion of capita~ist 
aqriculture in Pakistan perhaps has been a hiqh 
precapitalist (ground) rent.16 
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That landlords can continue to exact ove= 50 percent 
of gross produce as rent, leaving the tenants with at 
best a subsistence livinq to reproduce themselves, can be 
ex~lained by (al monopoly of landown~rship, (bl existence 
of large numter of near-landless. and landlE:iss peasants, 
and (c) absence of alternative joh opportunities outside 
aqriculture. In most reqions of the Indus basin these 
conditions have been observe.d. Land concentration has 
remained hiqh, notwithstanding claims to the contrary. It 
was estimated by the world Bank (and FAO) that in 1976 
over 88 percent of the estimated 11 million aqricultural 
lalour force in Pakistan consisted of the near landless 
and landless peasants. My own estimate of these peasants 
for the Indus basin i.s about 7.5 million·~ 11 In fact, 
qrowth cf labour force has far exceeded the rate cf 
qrowth of population, which itself has been increasing at 
a hiqh rate during the sixties and seventies, and 
ex~ansion of employment has remained very limited. The 
slow growth of the economy in general, and of its 
industrial sector in .particulaI, in the early sever.ties 
could not have generated. hiqher rates of labour 
absorption in the country.ta 

The landless tenant remains on land and pays hiqh 
qrcund rent because cf the safety provided by his 
attachment to land. There is some evidence that the rent 
per cultivated acre on tenant-operated lands rose at 
double the rate at which the shaie of tenant in qross 
farm income increased in the late six~ies and early 
seventies.19 A high rent represents not the hiqh 
productivity of tenant but his dePeLdence on those who 
enjoy monopoly on land. The big~ ~recapitalist rent 
becomes a barrier to rapid expansion of capitalist 
agriculture because it requires that much more iropact of 
technology to generate surplus or return for 
entrepreneurship. We have observed that, at least in ~he 
Pun;ab, the very tendency of·capitalist aqriculture on a 
selective basis tends to increase concentration of land. 
Also, it renders landless an increasinq number of small 
peasants, which leads to fuither concentration cf 
lar.downership. Finally, capitalist agriculture tends to 
increase the ground rent i~salf, thus acting as a bar=ier 
to its own rapid expansion. It seems that aL unreformed 
aqrarian structure, characterized by land concentraticn 
and feudal relations between landlords ar.d tenan±s, 
remains an obstacle to th~ rational development cf 
aqriculture. !he Green Revolution in Pakistan could not 
retain its momentum lecause of these simultaneous and 
contradictory interactions between ~he hiqh ground rent 
and capitalist aqriculture in the absence of a 
significant reduction in concentration of landowner
ship.20 
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Let us now turn to problems of rural wages, incomes 
and poverty. The evidence on changes in the rural real 
wage is very limited and quite inconclusive. on the basis 
of aggregate data, the real rural wage in Pakistar. seems 
to have declined during 1968-1978. There is certainly ho 
evidence pointing to a sustained increase in ~he =eal 
wage of agricultural workers in the seventies.21 It 
shculd also te pointed out that the real industrial wage 
fell during 1954-1964. There was some improvement in the 
industrial wage in the late sixties. However, the latter 
evidence is net as conclusive as the earlier evider.ce on 
falling real industrial wage. The evidence for the early 
seventies has shown that expansion in employment in the 
industrial sector was closely associated with the fall in 
real wage.22 

The evidence on changes in rural incomes and poverty 
in Pakistan is also not encouraging.23 As shown in Table 
6.3, real income per person and p-er household declined in 
rural areas during 1963-1972. That there was in the same 
period soma increase in the level of real expenditure 
reflects the extent of indebtedness or dissaving of rural 
population. A more serious devel~pment in the sixties was 
the appa.rent increa·se in absolute and relative shares of 
ru.ral population below the "poverty line". The concei:t 
and measuremen~ of poverty line are of course subiect to 
various interpretations. However, in all approaches and 
methods, it is related to some measure of real 
consumption. In Pakistan, the values of real income and 
real expenditure have been used to determine a poverty 
line. There have also been problems in expressing it ir. 
terms of the individual or the household. 

Using real expenditure per capita of Rs. 350 (in 
1959-60 prices) as the poverty line for rural Pakistan, 
the number of poor i:eople increased from 31 to 40 
million, or their share in the rural population increas~d 
from 80 tc 87 percent. I~ has also been estimated that 
the percentage of rural population with less than the 
mean per capita income increased from 67 to 72 percent, 
and the median income ._per person declined in the same 
period.2• In a more recent study, it has been shown that 
the percentage of households and of population below the 
poverty line increased guite significantly: from 40 to 48 
percent for' households and 42 to 53 percent for the 
populaticn. The'poverty line in this study is defined as 
per capita 1ncome of Rs. 300 (in 1959-60 prices).25 From 
these results, it becomes quite clear that in ~he sixties 
the absolute and relative shares of rural popula~icn 
regarded as poor increased substantially. 

While we know little about the magnitude of changes 
in rural income distribution in Pakistan, ~he general 
im~ression about its direction is that it has not become 
less unequal in the last ~wenty years. However, one study 
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TABLE 6.3 
Rural Income and Expenditure per Person and per Household, 1963-72 
(in constant prices of 1959-60) 

Year 

1963-64 
1966-67 
1968-69 
1969-70 
1970-71 
1971-72 

Source: 
Study." 

Income 
per 
Person 
(Rupees) 

384 
312 
312 
324 
324 
312 

Expenditure 
per 
Person 
(Rupees) 

312 
324 
312 
324 
336 
324 

Income' 
per 
Household 
(Rupees) 

2,024 
1,728 
1,680 
1,692 
1,704 
1,824 

Talat Alauddin. ''Mass Poverty iµ Pakistan: 
Pakistan Development Review, 1975, 4:446. 

Expenditure 
per 
Household 
(Rupees) 

1,728 
1,836 
1,692 
1,720 
1,728 
1,848' 

A Further 

has asserted that rural income distribution became less 
inequitable durinq the sixties, thanks to the Green 
Revoluticn.2& This assertion is supported by incomplete 
and flawed evidence on changes in the level of rural 
incomes. Nor can it be supported by the evidence on land 
concentration, growth patterns and efficiency 
differentials between farms by size and tenancy. on the 
contrary, the argument on increased inequality of .rural 
income distribution gains strenqth for most regions of 
the Indus basin. It applies equally to those areas in 
which concentration of land has remained high and in 
others in which the Green Revolution, buttressed by 
public policy, made it profitable to acquire more land 
from small and marginal owners. 
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NOTES 

1. See, for ir.stance, K. Griffin, Ihe Politifil!l 
~~.!!!.Y of ~ian Cha.ngg (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University P=ess, 1974). For Pakistan, two relevant 
studies on this issue are: H. Kaneda, "Economic 
Implications of the 'Green Revolution• and the Strategy 
of Agricultural Development in West Pakistan," .F.ski21.sn 
Development·]evig~. 1969, 2:111-43; B.F. Johnston and 
J. Cownie, "The Seed-Fertilizer Revolution and Labor 
Force Absorption," American Economic Review, 1969, 
4:569-82. Among the more receni:. and somewhat rigorous 
studies on the relative performance of large and small 
farms, I have found the cross-country study by Berry and 
Cline very topical. It also makes references to other 
im~ortant contributions in the field. See: Berry and 
Cline, Aqrarifil} Structu1;g. 

2. The evidence on large and small farms has been 
discussed by Khan, "Land Productivity." I shall discuss 
the issue of private property rights in land in the next 
chapter. 

3. Details of this survey are given in Khan, 
Economics of thg 2reen Reyoly!i2!!• 

4. Ibid., Chapter 5. 

5. The marginal value products of land, fertilizer 
and human labour on o~ner and tenant farms at the 
geometric mean levels are estimated as follows: 

Gross Mani:inal .F.£oducj;, 
Land (per Acre) 
Fertilizer (per Rupee) 
Human Labour (per 

Man day) 

.Q.!'..ner Farm.§. 
Rs. 219 
Rs. 9 
Rs. 12 

Tenant fa];.!!!.§. 
Rs. 369 
Rs. 8 
Rs. 4 

6. A similar conclusipn has been reached in another 
study in the Punjab: A. Salam, "Factor Inputs Use and 
Factor Productivity en Differen~ Farm Categories in the 
Punjab," Pakistan Devel.Q.Ement Review, 1978, 3: 316-32. The 
"equal efficiency" hypothesis is associated with the 
Neo-Classical paradigm of peasant behaviour. Among i~s 
many proponents, the major contributors are: S.N.s. 
Cheung, "Fri vate Proper~y Rights and Sharecropping," 
Journal of Political Economy, 1968, 6: 1107-22; 
J. Stiglitz, "Incentives and Risk Sharing in Share
cropping," Review of Economic Studies, 1974, 2:219-55; 
D.M.G. Newberry, "The Choice of Rental Contract in 
Peasant Agriculture, 11 in Agriculture in. DevelQ.p_ment 
lheory, ed. L.G. Reynolds (New Haven, Conn.: Yale 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



2 11 

University Press, 1976); J.D. •Reid, Jr. 11Sha::ecroppinq in 
History and Theory,n Agricultural Histor_y, 1975, 
2:426-40. The hypothesis of allocative inefficiency under 
sharecropping was first propounded by A. Marshall, 
PrinciRles si lCOLomi~~· 8th Edition. (LOndon: ~acmillan, 
1920), Eook 6, Chapter X. The effects of tenancy were 
then examined by R. Shickele, "Effects of.Tenure Systems 
on Aqric~ltural Efficiency," Journal of Farm Ecoiomics, 
1941, 1: 185-207. More recent stuclies of ,the 
sharecropper's inefficiency are: D.w. Adams.and N. Rask, 
"Economics cf Cost-Share Leases in Less-Developed 
Countries," American Journal of Agricultura'1 Ecohbmics, 
1968, 2:935-42; P.K. Bardhan and T.N. Srinivasan, "Crop 
Sharinq Tenancy in Aqriculture: A Theoretical and 
Empirical Analysis," American Economic Revlew, 1971, 
1: IJS-64; c. Bell and P. Zusman, "A Bargaining 'Iheoretic 
Approach in Cropsharinq Contracts," American Economit 
]~view, ·1376, 4:578-87; M. Gersovitz, "Land Feform: S01te 
Theoretical Considerations, 11 Journal of Devel'cRment 
~.:tudies, 1976, 1:79-91; P.c. Ip. and c.w. Stahl, 11svstems 
of Land Tenure, Allocative Efficiency, and Economic 
Development," American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 
1978, 1: 19-28. 

7. I have discussed the share problem in Chapters 4 
and s. The arqument atout the effect of landlord's share 
on the use of technoloqy by sharecroppers has been 
developed by K. Griffin, The Political Economy cf 
~rarifill eh,g.ll.9~· Second Edition. (Lendon: Macmillan, 
1979), Chapter 3 and Appendix. 

8. The discussion on the use of lalrour under the 
various tenancy contracts is adapted from Ip and Stahl, 
"Systems of Land Tenure." 

9. Ibid., pp. 21-24. 

10. The concept of "exploitation" has ~een variously 
interpreted. The Marxist interpretation is "objective" 
and specific in that it rests on the labour theory of 
value, in which the surplus appropriated by the 
capitalist is an index of exploitation of the worker. The 
non-Marxist interpretations are 11subjective 11 and qeneral 
in that they depend on some perceived notions cf 
qrievance hy the tenant o= worker. An interesti~q 
discussion on ~easant's exploitation in a landlord-tenant 
land system is given in James c. Scott, The Mo=al Econo..!!!.Y 
of the Peasanti Rebellion smd Subsis~ence in Southeast 
Asia (New Haven, Conn,: Yale Universi~y P=ess, 1976), 
Chapter 6. · 
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11. H. Leibenstein, §~neral j-Efficien~1 !heo£,Y and 
Economic De~eloEment (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1978), Chapter 2. 

12. The concept of "safety" in a subsistence peasant 
economy is of particular importance, especially when 
there is also a hiqh deqree of uncertainty associated 
with income as wage worker in agriculture. A detailed 
discusssion of the need for safety amonq tenants is done 
in Scott, Th~ Moral Econo~1, Chapter 2. 

13. Ip and St~hl, "Systems of Land Tenure," pp. 
26-2 7. 

14. K. Griffin has explorfd this issue in detail in 
Land Concentration and Rural Povert1 (New York: 
Macmillat, 1976)., Chapter 5. Also, see A.Y.c. Koo, 
"Monopoly and Monopsony Power of Landlords in Developinq 
Countries," ,1and ]~.Il.Q.!!!iC.§, 1379, 1: 128•34. 

15. Khan, Economics of the Green Revolution, Chapter 
5. 

16. The argument on qround rent was developed cy 
Karl Marx in CaEi~~l· Vol. III, Edited by F. Engels, 
(Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1959), Part VI, Chapter 37, 
pp. 614-639. The-same argument has been developed in the 
context of Indian agriculture by Utsa Patnaik, "Class 
Differentiation within the Peasantry: An ·Approach to 
Analysis of Indian Agriculture," Economic and Political 
j~ekly, 1976, 39:A82-A101. 

17. See: World Bank/FAO, ~.m_gl1 Farm~ ~i~g1, April 
1976. I have discussed my estimates in Chapter 5. 

18. The papers and documents prepared by the 
Government of Pakistan support this argument strongly. 
See: Fifth !~ve 1~ Flan, Chapter 3. 

19. The Board of Economic Inquiry Punjab (Pakistan), 
Fami11 Accounts and Family Bud~ets of Cultivators in th~ 
Puniab (Lahore, 1972, 1973 and 1976 issues). 

20. The displacement of tenants and upward pressure 
on the landlord's share pave been documented by A. Salam, 
"Technical Change, T,enant Displacement and Adjustment in 
Pakistan': Some Preliminary Observations," gaki§ta.n 
DeveloEment .Revi.m1,, 1977, ~: 435-48. 

21. I have estimated the real rural wage c y 
deflating money wage by the consumer price index for each 
year as follows: 
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Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1377 
1978 

Money Wage 
Rate per Day 
(in Rupees) 

3.00 
3.15 
3.30 
5.75 
7.88 
7.53 
7.69 
8.56 
9.20 

Consumer Price 
Index 
(1970=100) 

100.00 
104. 70 
110.84 
120.71 
159·. 4 3 
201. 25 
224.58 
245.34 
261.55 
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Real Wage 
Rate per day 
(in Rupees) 

3.00 
3.01 
2.98 
4.76 
4. 94, 
3.74 
3.. 4 2 
3.49 
3'. 52 

The dat.a on money waqe are from International Labour 
Organisation, Yearbook cf Labour Statistics 1978 (Geneva, 
1979), Table 21. The consumer price indices are from 
Pakistan, Statistics Division, Pakistan Statistical 
Yearbooks of 1975L 1976~ 1977 and 1978 (Islamabad). 

The farm accounts study of the Board of Economic 
Inguiry Punjab supports this trend in real aqricu~tural 
wage in six districts of the Punjab during 1965-1972. 
Some evidence on these trends also appears in: M.G. 
Chaudhry and M.A. Chaudry, "Cost of Livinq Indexes for 
Rural Labou:?:"ers in Pakistan," Pakisj;~ Development 
Review, 1974, 1:26-35; s.M. Naseem, "Rural Poverty and 
Landlessness ir, Pakistan, II in Poverty and Landlessness in 
]J!J;g]. }siaL ed. I.L.O. (Geneva, 1977), Chapter 2. 

22. See: A.R. Khan, "What has been Happeninq to Real 
Waqes in Pakistan," Pakistan Development Review, 1967, 
3:317-47; s. Guisinger and M. Irfan, "Real Waqes cf 
Industrial Wcrkers in Pakistan: 1954-1970," Paki12ta.n 
Development Revj,ew, 1974, 4: 36 3-88; M. Irfan, "Effect of 
Unionization, Product Market Concentration and Foreiqn 
Trade on Int.er-Industry Waqe structure," Paki.§tan 
Developmen~ ]evi~~. 1979, 1:35-53. 

23. s.M. Naseem, "Mass Poverty in Pakistan: Some 
Preliminary Findings," Pakistan Development Review, 1973, 
4:317-60; T. Alauddin, "Mass Poverty in Pakistan: A 
Further Study," Pakistan Development Revj,ew, 197!:, 
4:431-50. A more recent study has shown that the rural 
real income fell in ~he seventies and its level in 1975 
was no higher than in 1952. Sees. Guisinger and N.l. 
Hicks, "Long-Term Trends in Income Distribution in 
Pakistan," World Develo~nt, 1978, 11/12: 1273-74. 

24. Alauddin, "Mass Poverty," p.435 and p.437. 
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25. G.B.s. Mujahid, "A Note on Measurement cf 
Poverty and Income Inequalities in Pakistan: some 
Observations on Methodology," Pa~ist!!:.n ~.§.!s1.2£.!!!ent 
Ee.!i.fil!, 1978, 3:374. 

26. M.G. Chaudhry, "Rural Income Distribution in the 
Green Revolution Perspective," Pakistan Devel.QEment 
Review, 1973, 3: 247-58. There are several flaws in this 
study. For instance, the author qives no interpreta~ion 
o~ the ap~arent decline in the rural income concentration 
ratios. Then he gives a very poor example of income 
differentials by farm size •. More importantly, he states, 
without evidence, that "One of the reasons for the low 
income concentration coefficients may be the fact that 
Pakistan is still predominantly an agricultural country 
and that the land ownership is more eqalitarian than in 
many other countries." p.255. ·The~e is no ordained law by 
which a predcminantly ru~al economy should have low 
income concentration ratiq~. on income distribution in 
rural areas, see alsc Guisinger a~d Hicks, 11I:onq-Term 
Trends," pp. 1272-73. · 
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Options of Land 
Reform in Pakistan 

we have so far analysed the structure of 
landownership in its relation to agricultural 
productivity and income distribution in Pakistan. we· also 
demonstrated that the land =eform laws of the sixties and 
seventies achieved little in reducing concentration cf 
landownership and in altering feudal relations between 
landlords and tenants. Further, we examined relative 
productivities of farms by size and tenancy and their 
likely consequences on growth and equity. The stage is 
now set to examine possible alternatives to change the 
agrarian structure in the Indus basin, to reduce 
drastically the concentration of landcwnership, to 
regulate the tenancy rights on land, and to develop q 
su~port system to make the new owner-operated farms 
eccnomically viable and socially stable. 

lAND REFORM: TEEORIES AND ALTERNATIVES 

The nexus cf relationships between owners and 
cultivators of land is usually called the land tenure 
system. It determines the economic and social structure 
of a rural society. In countries with private ownership 
of land, especially if it is concentrated in large 
estates, it is at once the basis of almost all power. It 
is not only a dominant form of wealth, but it is probably 
the most important means of production. Further, 
ownership of land, unlike the ownership of ether means of 
production, can confer upon the owner rights to a surplus 
to which he may contribute nothing, · 

The economic and social relations in a land tenure 
system are historical, although not always in4igenous to 
a society. ~hey may have concretized by imperiaiism, as 
has been the case in countries of South Asia. The 
important pcint here is that the land institutions do not 
exist in vacuum. They constantly interact with the 
conditions in which surplus is produced and appropriated, 
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and these conditions they have of~en themselves created. 
This interaction is a historical process in which tte 
land tenure system can itself undergo change, although 
its rate of change de~ends on many and complex forces. 
some of these forces are generated by the system 
internally. Others are introduced through abrupt or 
revolu~ionary changes imposed on it.1 

Land reform refers to structural changes in property 
relations on land and in contracts on its control and 
use.2 There is no ordained law by which we can deduce a 
theory of land reform. The form which the aqrarian 
structure of a society takes depends on its ideoloqy and 
social structure. What can, however, be said withott 
contradiction is that the exploitative nature of private 
ownership of the means of production is nowhere as 
obvious as it can be in the ownership of land. Its most 
obvious form is a feudal landlord-tenant system, in which 
a monopoly cf ownership in large estates is held by 
noncultivating landowners and cultivation is done by 
landless sharecroppers or marginal peasants. The surplus 
created by peasants is transferred tc landlords, often 
throuqh intermediaries, and qetermined by the traditional 
and coercive ~ow~r of these owners: 

Land tenuie reform must· then be' viewed as 
restructuring those ~roperty riqhts in'land whicli hamper 
rapid aqricultural development, thus allcwinq aqriculture 
to make its expected contribution effectively. It can be 
a strong instrument for increasing both efficiency and 
equity, which are ~he two integral goals of d~velopment. 
However, land reform in itself cannot be regarded as a 
sufficient condition for rapid development. What is being 
em~hasized here is that Ln many situations a deep and 
structural change in the existing land systems could be a 
precondition for initiating desirable changes in the 
society. 

There are two basic aspects in any scheme of land 
reform, The first is related to the concept of private 
versus 'social (state) ownership of land. The other aspect 
is ·the siz~ of production unit or farm. The former is 
about ;he unit of,cwnership and the latter about the unit 
of operation. Th~ property and tenure relations in a 
social,i,zed land system are simple and straightforward, 
althouqh the unit of 9peration can differ quite widely. 
In the private cwn~Ispip system, tenancy relations can 
assume a variety of forms as can the size of production 
unit vary. 3 

The concept of socialized landownersh.ip is 
consistent with a Marxian view of private property in the 
mEans of prcduction, with its impact on creation and 
appropriation of surp1us value. Private property is seen 
as the basis of a' class-ridde~ society, in which tee 
social relations are based mainly on the exploitation cf 
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one class (wage labour/peasant) by the other 
(capitalist/landlord). Further, these relations amonq 

classes are reqarded as inherently unstable, tendinq 
towards crises and eventual collapse of the economic and 
social system. The orqanization of production within a 
socialized landownership system can vary from very larqe 
(capital-intensive) to sma 11 (labour-intensive) uni ts. 
The larqe units can be orqanized as collectives, which 
are a cooperatized orqanization of peasants. The large 
socialist farms can also be orqanized as state farms, in 
which the state hires waqe labour as it does in 
industrial production units. The small socialized units 
can be orqanized as communes, or developed within the 
traditional village system. The important poir.t is that 
in each of these cases of the socialized production 
systems the surplus value created by peasan~s or workers 
is the source of social and not private capital, to be 
used for distribution and industrial development. It is a 
social surplus, based on production relations in which 
the emphasis is on collective decision makinq and 
welfare. 

The private landownership systems can take a variety 
of forms. These can conceptually be classified into two 
qroups. The criterion for differentiating between the two 
qroups is the role of capital. The first qroup ca~ be 
called a •capitalist• land system. Capita~ becomes the 
dominant mode of production. The lar.dcwner may use waqe 
latour or even a form of sharecropping. The unit cf 
production is usually larqe. The second system can be 
called a 'family' land system, The landowner here depends 
mainly on family labour and operates land in small units. 
This land tenure has also been called a system of 
peasant-proprietorship. A variant of this small-scale 
aqriculture can be developed into a cooperatized farminq 
system. The cwnership of small units remains in private 
hands, but many cf the operations are done collectively 
to take advantage of economies of scale. In all of the 
private land systems, the surplus created is appropriated 
privately and its distributive effects are determined by 
the structure of social relations within a capitalist 
mould. A schematic presentation of the socialized and 
private landownership systems is given in Chart 7.1. 

There is no universally acceptable yardstick to 
measure the relative merits of private and socialized 
land systems.• LikEwise, the consequence of a particular 
land system is not qoverned by some natural law. The 
choice of a land system is not based on qrounds cf 
economic efficiency a~one. The system chosen de~ends in 
the final analysis on the ideology and social structure 
of a society. The theoretical advantages of a socialized 
system of landownership are that it allows a society to 
control disparity in wealth and income. It has also been 
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CHART 7.1 

A Schematic Presentation of the Reformed Land Tenure Systems 

Private ownership Social ownership 

'Capitalist' Farms 'Family' Farms La rge-sca I e Small-scale 

n n n n 
Hired or Tenants or Family Cooperative Collective State Communes Villagized or 
Wage Sharecroppers Labour Labour Farms Farms Cooperatized 
Labour (small) (small) (small/ Peasants 
(large) !arge) 
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arqued that abolition of private property in land would 
allow rationalization of agricul~ure, because technoloqy 
can be used without the barriers which1private ownership 
creates. Further, a rationalization of agriculture, based 
on large-scale production, can be 4chieved without the 
exploitation of one class by another. It Ahould be noted 
though that the argument of economies of scale is not 
germane to the socialized ownership of land~ although 
this is often implied. The central argument in a 
collectivist approach to t.he land tenure syst~m is the 
abclition of private property, which is consistent with 
the ideolcqy of socialism. 

One of the ex~ected consequences of a co1Ie~tivized 
land system is the diffused nature of participation by 
those with direct interest on land. It also follows that 
this system would tend to create an eqalitarian 
distribution of income. An expanded scale of production 
in this tenure is neither a necessary nor a sufficient 
condition for the emergence cf socialist agriculture. The 
most obdurate problem observed in a collectivist land 
system is the creation of sufficient incentives to use 
differential technical and entrepreneurial skills. The 
romantic notion of sharing willingly the fruits of one's 
labour with another person may ·not be realized in the 
real world. ihe replacement cf some arbitrary standards 
by objective criteria for rewards can face relentless 
barriers. The most serious of these barriers is a 
centralized decision making process, in which 
bureaucratization can affect adversehy the realization cf 
social surplus in the most efficient manner. 

The anarchy of private production can be replaced by 
the rigidity of planning. This tendency is likely to be 
the greater, the larger is the scale of socialized 
production. First, the scale of production may not itself 
be subject tc increasing returns. Second, while the 
decisions on a larger than smaller scale may be 
advantageous to the rapid introduction of technoloqy, the 
errors in decisions can also be costlier. It may be that 
large-scale production, with a centralized or 
bureaucratized system of deoision making, loses in 
efficiency by inadequate accountability to the objective 
forces of production. An alternative is the establishment 
of decentralized and small units of production, with less 
emphasis on large-scale organization and more on the 
efficiency of production and absorption of labour. This 
in fact is the more appealing alternative in many 
underdeveloped countries with abundance of labour. Lt can 
be achieved within either a commune type organization 
(such as in China) or a village system (such as in 
Tanzania). Whatever the precise form of tnis 
organization, determined mainly by the objective 
conditiors of a country, a decentralized ana 
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participatory production system may more than offset the 
advantaqes of large-scale units of production, such as 
the larqe collectives or state farms. 

The private landownership system has in it the 
tendency towards inequalities, not necessarily based on 
efficiency. The market power can generate these 
inequalities over time even if an egalitarian land system 
of family farms is initially established. In many 
situations, a complete family farm system may te 
precluded by the scarcity of land. In any case, several 
factors can contribute +..o increased inequalities,s Por 
example, (i) +..here are differences in income and pr ice 
elasticities cf products; (ii) there are important local 
effects, such as fertility of land, access to water, 
infrastructure, etc.; (iii) there are differences in the 
entrepreneurial abilities of cultivators and landowners; 
(iv) there is differential access +..o credit, markets, and 
services. 

These differences have the tendency to accumulate 
and reinforce~ income and wealth disparities frcm 
generation to generation: Markets are not often the great 
equalizers which scme would like us to believe, They have 
the inexorable propensity to multiply inequalities. en 
the other hand, it has been argued that if restrictions 
are placed on markets, to preserve some measure of 
equality, then resources may be allocated and used 
inefficiently with negative effects on risk-takinq and 
entrepreneurship, 

In tne private land systems, the first alternative 
may be the large-scale capitalist farms. The ownership of 
land remains in large estates and the owners (like 
ca~italists) engage wor.kers for production. Another 
variant of this tenure could be a sharecropping 
arrangement, in which sharecroppers cultivate land, with 
a fixed rent paid to landowners. The risk-taking in this 
system shifts entirely to the sharecropper. The 
attraction of the first vaDiattt is in the use of capital 
on a large-scale, with waqe labour, leading to a 
rationalized and efficient production process. There is 
e~idence th~t it can be accomplished, in much the same 
way as ·prcduction in the industrial sector. However, 
there is also .evidence in many underdeveloped countries 
that relative efficiency of larqe private farms is net 
hiqher than of ·small family farms, 

The iarge private farmsr o~erated by machines and 
wage labour, face a rumber of problems inherent in the 
nature of production relations developing in this system. 
For one thing~ tliere is always the problem of diminishinq 
or constant returns to scale in aqriculture. Even if this 
problem is disregarded, the other issue is the 
displacemen~ of man bf machine. ~his can create severe 
pressure on an economy endowed ·ir.itially with abundant 
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human labour. The initial impact of machines is likely to 
be the increased immiserization of labour. At the same 
time, there would be a tendency for· competitive capital 
to transform itto monopoly capital (the capitalist law ~f 
accumulation), accentuating centralization of production 
and concentration of economic power. Economic development 
can thus become an exclusive process, without necessarily 
remaining efficient as the scale of prod~c~ion expands 
and market coupetiticn recedes. More significantly, with 
uneven development proceeding in the'industrial sector 
simultaneously, exploitation of labour can be increased 
without the "trickling down" effect from the growth cf 
ca~ital. The dynamic effects of large-scale private land 
system will be cumulative, reinforcing economic 
concentration and monopoly, disparities in income 
distribution, and displacement of labour. 

A sharecropping system on large private holdings may 
not even rationalize capitalist production. The majcr 
prcblem in this is not that the sharecropper may,not te 
willing to take increasing risks, especially if there is 
a fixed (cash) rent arrangement. The problem here would 
be with the ground rent, price paid by th~ tenanJ to 
landowner for the usufruct of land. While the risk is 
entirQly corne by the sharecropper, he does net 
appropriate all the increased value of lapd which his 
improvements (techniques, inputs, etc.) make possible. 
They are capitalized in land and are transferred to the 
landowner. !he use of capital by the sharecropper is then 
confronted by the increasing value of the ground rent, 
which is created by monopoly on landownership. Private 
o~nership of land is unlike the ownership of capital: it 
testows upon the owner a monopoly on a piece of·Nature. 
capitalist development of agriculture is thus hinde=ed in 
a cropsbaring system. This aigument .is separate from 
others which have been made against ":.he "eg ual 
efficiency" hypothesis on sharecropping under a 
capitalist production system.6 

The ether maior alternative in a private land tenure 
system is the family farm. One of ~he great advantages of 
this system is that it offers to. a labour-abundant 
country a source of productive employment and increased 
income. The intensive use of labour can become at once a 
source of employment and new income. !here is also the 
argument that a small-Ecale family fa=~ structure is less 
likely to accentuate income disparities. However, there 
are two basic arguments against small family farms. 
First, small-scale production may not rationalize the 
producticn ~rocess and may not increase the rate at which 
surplus can te accumulated efficiently. Second, it has 
been argued that there may be adverse consequences on 
marketable surplus and private saving. However, the 
dEpendence on family farms, and the reduced income 
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inequalities, are not themselves a source of the possibly 
reduced marketable surplus and private savinq. These 
variables are dependent on how well markets, especially 
the financial ma=kets, function in providing incentives 
for new technology and private investment spendinq.1 

The argume~t on economies of scale can be 
accommodated by cooperatizing family farms, with various 
degrees cf voluntary participation. This could involve a 
village or even larger geoqraphic areas. It could include 
a shared use of inputs at all stages of production and 
distribution, from· the preparation of land to marketing 
cf products. on the other hand, it can.be limited to only 
some operations, especially those which create mutual 
benefits with the expanded scale of operation. This could 
be in land preparation, harvesting, irrigation, or 
transportation. A system of cooperation can use the 
abundant farm labour as well as machines, which increase 
prcductivity cf land by allowinq farmers to rationalize 
their production process. . 

None of the stated or implied consequences of the 
land tenure systems is inevitable or preordained. The 
discussion in this section points ~o some of the economic 
considerations for the evaluation of a theory of land 
reform. Those who get the opportunity to implement a land 
reform programme would be guided by a host of complex 
reasons, in which eccnomic variables defined in orthodox 
and narrow terms may play only a limited part. Land 
reform is a revolutionary step if it is.implemented to 
restructure basic p~operty rights and power among the 
varicus interest groups on land. 

A theory of land reform cannot be premised on some 
~ cath~dr~ pronouncemBnts about productivity and 
efficiency. The political and economic paradigm which the 
power elite are willing and able to practice determines 
the approach to land reform. This will be explicit at 
each stage, from the definition of land reform to its 
inplementation. If the government of a country is 
dominated by strong and influential landholding 
groups~the ones who would lose their prerogatives in a 
land reform programme~it is naive to expect that land 
reform will be defined in terms of restructuring the 
property or power relations. Often the rhetoric of land 
reform is deceptive, for it bears little relationship to 
reality. Eut the barriers to a successful land reform may 
not necessarily be in the dubious will of a government or 
ruling elite. The· implementation of a programme can be 
vitiated by the administrative structure and its 
personnel. However, this point should not be exaggerated, 
because failure in implementation often results from lack 
of political support. 
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THE AGRARIAN SIRUCTURE IN THE INDUS BASIN 

The land systems in the Indus basin are in a state 
of transition, from a predominantly f'eudal to capitalist 
aqriculture, increasinqly assuming ~ market-oriented 
character. There are three salient features of this 
transition. 

1. In many areas of Sind and in som~ areas of the 
Puniab, the semi-feudal relations on ~ar.d domina~e and 
exhibit two basic characteristics: (i) a hiqh 
concentration of landcwnership exists in large estates in 
the hands of a relatively small number of owners, and 
(ii) a feudal tenancy dominates, with absentee landlords 

and intermediate interests, in which land is leased out 
in small parcels to a larqe number of landless 
sharecroppers en a share-in-kind basis. 

2. The decline in feudal tenancy has been observed 
mainly in the irrigated districts of the Puniab. It has 
been replaced by commercialized agriculture, based on the 
use of hired labour and machines, This has resu1ted 
partly by the resum~tion of land from tenants, ostensitlly 
for self-cultivation by landlords. The tenant-operated 
farms have decreased and an increased concentration df 
land use has been observed. At the same time, thet'e has 
emerqed a new type cf commercial tenancy in Central and 
Eastern regions cf the Punjab and in parts of Sind 
(Hyderabad and Nawabshah). Land is leased out by small 

and marginal owners to rich pe~sants ~nd large 
landowners. The latter qroups have been the main 
custodians of the Green Revolution. Even if there was 
some reduction in concentration of landownership, thanks 
to the land reforms of 1959 and 1972, there has been a 
tendency toward greater concentration of operational 
holdings, This was induced by the hiqh private 
profitability of new technology associated with the Green 
Revolution, The rich peasants and large landowners have 
also been the majcr beneficiaries of risinq agricultural 
prices and public spending on agriculture. 

3, The last significant feature is the persistence 
of numerical weight of small and marginal 
owners-operators. Their numbers have increased 
impressively, especially in the Punjab, for several 
reasons. Some of ~hese are (a) the decline in feudal and 
increased commodity relations, (b) the development cf 
market economy, (c) the changes in property relations due 
to rapid populaticn grow~h and laws of inheritance, and 
(d) the land reform measures in the sixties and 
seventies. The small cwners must work partly as tenants 
and partly as agricultural wage workers, so they lease 
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out their lands to rich peasants and large landowners. 
While small and marginal owners numerically dominate the 
aqrarian scene, at least in the Punjab, they have failed 
to secure adequate means to improve their methods of 
cultivation and incomes. 

This brief explanation of the basic characteristics 
of aqrarian structure in the Indus basin reveals three 
quite distinct sectors, coexist·ing but contendinq with 
each other. !he first sector is the oldest, dominated ty 
feudal and semi-feudal relations between the mainly 
absentee landlords and sharecroppers. While the strength 
of this sector has declined in some regions of the 
Punjab, it remains still quite powerful in most areas of 
Sind. A hiqh concentration of landownership has 
continued, des~ite the claims to the contrary in the land 
reforms of 1959 and 1972. The only change observed since 
the early seventies in the landlord-tenant nexus has been 
the heightened tension between the two parties. While the 
social eguilibrium is maintained on surface by the power 
of the state, its police and judiciary, production 
relations have been affected adversely in many areas. The 
"revolution of the rising expectations" among JH!.£i§ in 
sind, for instance, has turned into an experience cf 
r1s1nq frustrations for landless tenants and their 
absentee landlords.a 

The second sector comprises a mass of 
self-cultivating small and medium peasants, using thei= 
family labcur. This sector is dominant in many areas of 
the Punjab, but it is small and of recent origin in Sind. 
Many of these OWRer-operators owe their existence to the 
settlement schemes or land reform programmes.Production 
in this sector is still -la-F-gel,y for family consumption, 
although more of it is now market-oriented. Capital is 
very scarce, as is the access to it limited. These 
peasants have often been left out from the aid and 
subsidy programmes of the qovernment. In many areas of 
the Punjab, the coexistence of large and enterprisinq 
farmers is a major source of further sgueeze on snall and 
marqinal cwner-operators. The highly imperfect markets 
for factors and output tend to interact with state 
policies in accentuating the imperfections. 

The third sector is the most recent. It comprises 
large landcwners and rich peasants, with access to new 
technology and markets. We see in this sector the 
burgeoning capitalist relations of production. in which 
the owner hires wage labour to work with machines and 
land. ~hese farmers enjoy the most visible and hiqh.place 
in the development proqrammes of the state, as they.also 
exert the most influence on markets and public sector 
services. They have been at the centre of the bimodal 
strategy of development chosen in the sixties. It must, 
however, te stressed that the capitalist mode of 
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production has not become exclusive eveq in this sector. 
It still retains many remnants of the precapitalist 
forms. It has made serious inroads probably in central 
and Eastern regicns of the Punjab and acquired some 
strength in Hyderakad anQ Nawabshah· ai~trlcts of Sind. 

The coexistence of these three secitprs has~ at least 
in the present transition, exacerbateq the conditions of 
biformity, between the landlord and tenant (in Sind) and 
between large and small'farmers (in the Pµnja~). A ~{qh 
concentraticn of landcwnership in Sind, as also in some 
areas of the Punjab, ~as had.the pred~ctable.effeqt o~ 
scarcity of land and the conditions of tenants., The more 
recent increase in the GOncentra;ion of acc~ss to the use 
of land in the Punjab has affected equally adversely, the 
income-earning opportunities of small ar;d ~arginal 
owner-operators. Commercialization of agriculture'in.most 
irrigated areas of the Indus basin h~s further·~ncreas~d 
these biformities. The p~edicament of landless 
sharecroppers and small/marginal owner~operators ~as been 
a major source of reversal of the high growth conditions 
which the new varieties of wheat and rice had once 
created in some areas. An unreformed agrarian structure 
remains an inscrutable barrier to sustained and rapid 
development of agriculture in Paiistan. • 

NATURE OF LAND REFORM FROGRAMME FOR PAKISTAN 

our study has attempted to show that the 
intermediary, rent-collectinq,·.interests on land and 
absentee landlordism have not b~en abolished in Pakistan. 
Further, with the high concentrati9n of landowner~hip, at 
least in Sind, the concentration of access to the use of 
land has also increased, especially in irrigated areas of 
the Puniab. The sharecroppinq system, with its manife~t 
disadvan ta ~es in the baj;~j, shares, has remained mor~, o:i; 
less intact. our study has ,also attempted to show tha_t 
large private farms are not necessarily more productive 
than small farms. This evidence is corroborated by othe~ 
studies as well. However, the development of a 
ccmmercialized tenancy has at the same time created.a new 
and enlarging group of disadvantaged peasants. The basic 
agrarian problem in Pakistan then is to reduce the 
concentration of landownership and to break ue the feud~l 
landlord-tenant nexus. 

While there may be little disagreement about the 
limited achievements of the 1959 and 1972 land reforms; 
the area of disagreement enlarges in discussing the 
nature and scope of a land tenure reform now n,eeded .for. 
Pakistan. The disagreement can start in defininq'the 
nature cf prcperty riqhts in land. Then there is the 
crucial test of political will to carry out a'land refoim 
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programme. While the political will may be a necessary 
condition for land reform, it may not be sufficient to 
implement its provisions. A land reform proqramme faces a 
multitude of constraints, ranqing from the existinq class 
interes~s to its effective implementation. Likewise, its 
i5plementation will be affected by the structure and 
ccmpetence of the administrative organisation used in 
carryinq out the field work. Needless to say that 
irplementation of a land reform programme will in the end 
depend or. political support for the idea and effective 
neutralizaticn of opposition to it. Let us now turn to 
these questions and to their relevance in Pakistan. 

The first question is about the right of private 
property in agricultural ·1and. Much as it miqht be 
tempting to ar~ue for abolition of private landownership 
in Pakistar., there are several barriers to the acceptance 
of a socialized (collective or cooperative) form of 
landcwnership. At this stage of development, and with a 
pervasive attachment to the idea of private 'property, no 
purpose is served 'in advocating a land system which has 
almost no ·chance of acceptance. A socialized 
landownership option is then ,hypothetical and not 
rewarding even for the academically inclined. Suffice it 
to say that a socialized land system has historically 
emerqed from social and political upheavals er 
revolutions, which have transformed an entire economy 
into a socialist n\ould. ·such revolutions have established 
a power structure which can ensure the development of 
socialized proierty relations. 

The concept of private property is deeply embedded 
in Islamic igeology, a factor which cannot be ignored in 
Pakistan. Private prciperty;-i-n -land, as in other neans of 
production, is sanctioned in Islam as an obligation and 
not a privilege. It is subject to only certain 
restrictions to ensure that parasitic and 
nonparticipating forms of production relations do not 
develop.9 ~owever, in most Musli~ societies, the feudal 
fotms of lanalotd-tenant relations have been maintained 
and reinforced for centuries. The question of the precise 
form of private property in land has been debated in 
Islamic ;ur~sprudence, althouqh apparently no consensus 
exists on a paiticular land tenure~10 Most scholars of 
Islam seem to agree that, while aqricultural 1and can be 
owned prtvately, the tenancy cannot take an aleatory er 
exploitative form. Islam has clear in;unc~ions aqainst 
all aleatory transactions, exchanges and, production 
relations. Some have argued that the most preferred land 
tenure sys~em for a Muslim society should be based en 
fa~ily labour. Others have argued tha~ a landowner can 
enter into a contract with a tenant as long as a 
~roportional share system is not accepted and practised. 
It has also been arqued that, since there is no ban en 
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tenant cultivation, a landowner could hire labour on any 
amcunt of land he happens to own if he pays to the worker 
a 11 fair 11 share for his labour. Finally,. some have 
suqgested that a landlord-tenant relati-ons~ip can exist 
on land, much like ~ partnership,betwe~n.the owner cf 
ca~ital and the work~r, if it is based on an equal 
sharing in profit and loss. this briefi disc1,1ssion 
reflects the complex na'\;ure of interpretat.ions of 
landownership and tenancy in Islam. -However, this 
background is essential in legitimately restructuring the 
land tenure system in today's Pakistan. 

That private ownership of lang is sacrosanct in 
Islam is also reflected in the as~~rations. of the 
peasants, small ~andowners and landless tenants alike. 
The aspiration to own land has''been" reinforced 
historically by ,attachment of the peasant to land. Most 
peasants are agqrieved not by the fact that others have 
land,. even though it may have c~me aboui at ~heir 
expense. It is their own landlessness which they wish to 
redress. !he dream of owning a piece of land is among the 
most powerful influences on the beha viou:r of small "qwners 
and landless sharecroppers. A socialized form of 
agriculture would predictably face its strongest 
oppos~tion by landlords a~d rich peasants. However, even 
the landless sharecroppers would not readily accept the 
idea of workinq as a tenant of the state, which they once 
were in India and Pakistan before the arrival of the 
British. 

Probably the only willing suppor~ers of a 
collectivized land system in the rural community would ce 
the landless wage labour. However, their numbers and 
influence are still very limited. ~apitalist agricu,lture, 
based entirely on waqe labour, has not disenfranchized a 
majority of the peasants, although the process is 
seemingly under way. The dominant ideoloqy, buttresse~ by 
the sanctions of Islam shared by a majority of peasants, 
and the social structure are poised against abolition cf 
a ~rivate land system in Pakistan. The binding constr~int 
on a land reform programme in the Indus basin then is the 
acceptance of private property right on agricultural 
land. 

The right to private property on land does not 
sanction the existing land tenure system as effic,ient er 
equitable, even by the orthqdox and Islamic measures of 
social and economic relations. However, the orthodox 
economists have argued that agrarian st~uctuies ~ill 
change with the impact of new technology. They mai~tain 
that, since changes in institutions ,are i~duced ty 
technology and markets, there is little need for the 
state to enact agrarian reforms. 11 This .arqu'ment, 
~ursuasive as it may sound, faces in many Asian ccuntries 
already the ~ros~ects of polarization in the rural 
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community. Griffin has stated this problem succinctly: 

Thus in one Asian country after another, the 
introduction of high yielding varieties of 
foodgrains, and the policies and p=ogrammes 
which have accompanied technical change, have 
had multifarious ccnsequences •••• Inequality has 
become more acute, and in some countries or 
regions real wages have fallen. Tenant farming 
has shown some tendency to decline in favour of 
owner-operators and agro-businesses, and in some 
cases this is likely to be accompanied by a 
greater concentration of landownership. 
Technical change has been intimately associated 
with greater penetration of the market into 
rural areas, increased specialization and a new 
division of labour. This, in turn, is likely 
eventually to destroy the peasantry and polarize 
the rural community into two classes whose 
interests are in conflict. At times the conflict 
may be violent and at other times it may be 
pacific, tut in either event, the emergence of a 
ne~ class structure in rural areas will have a 
profound effect on the methods and objectives of 
political activity.12 

We have. premised our case for a land tenure reform 
in Pakistan on the evidence posited in this study on (a) 
high concentration of landownership and use, (b) 
dominance of absentee landlords and intermediary 
interests on land, (c) landlessness and near-landlessness 
of a large and increasing number of peasants, (d) archaic 
tenancy relations, (e) wide differences in productivity 
and income between farms tiy size and tenancy, Cf) 
biformity in the'input and 'output markets because of the 
rigid access structure based oh landholdings, and (q) 
cumu~ative tendency towards income disparities and 
exclusive partici~ation in the development process. Thts 
our argument for a radical restructuring of the land 
system in Pakistan is based on grounds ·of efficiency and 
equity. 

The argument fer 'land reforms would be predictably 
countered by those who stand to lose immediately from any 
reduction in their landholdings and in their grip on 
tenants, markets and on much else. Fortun~tely, the 
diseguil±brating effects of the new technology, 
increasing specialization and division of 'labour are 
becoming both cbvious and influential. They have weakened 
the position of peasants, and at the same time created 
inexorable pressure on them to earn higher incomes. The 
subsistence economy of the peasant, tenants and small 
owners alike, has been literally disintegrated by the 
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rapidly expanding exchange economy, Th~~e peasants are 
now not only affected by the niggardliness of Nature, but 
are increasingly vulnerable tone~ economic relations in 
which their position of subservience has not chanqed. The 
land reforms, of 1972 have further disturbed the 
landlord-tenant relations in many areas ofi the Indus 
basin, because while they did not secure for tenants'and 
small owners significant improve~ent in t~eir'posi~~cn 
they increased their expectations significantlY,, , 

As the resistance to change in the iand system of 
Pakistan has remained i r.transigen t, .it , ii:i rapidly 
reducing the chances of eniiqhtened reform in ~he 
society. What is even more significant, .though .it .. is not 
yet readily obvious, that ,it is damaginq the interests er 
those who continue.to resist change, The readiustme~t cf 
property and tenancy relations may impose temporary~ and 
seemingly high, Gosts on the landlords, but these costs 
would be insignificant by comparison with those which 
would inevitably result fro~ maintaining the §1~1.!!§ guo. 
The development of capi~aiist agriculture, and with•it 
the increased consciousness among proletarianized 
peasants about t~e duality of their relations, wili 
inexorably lead the system towards a disequilibrium of 
power in which the landlords would have little chance cf 
survival. Land hunger has been growing rapidly, as have 
the aspirations of peasants ·been rising. Those groups 
which are harmed in this process of change can be 
expected to protect their· inte~ests outside the law if 
the system does not respond legitimately to their needp 
and demands. 

Apparently the "modernizing" elite in Pakistan are 
not convinced that the cont~nuing ·domination by t~e 
monopoly and intermediate intere~ts.on land is a sourc~ 
of economic waste and that it is now also the signal ,,for 
social and political upheavals. Myopia and confidence ~n 
the exercise of utshared power remain perhaps the most 
corrupting influences on policy towards land reform. It 
is imperative to realize that the prospect they fear most 
will be fulfilled sooner than later by their continuing 
acceptance of the §Z~1Y§ gyQ on.land.· The presen~ state 
creates a sense of security, which is as false as it is 
temporary. The political regimes or alliances founded en 
this fragile and complacent qround cannot promote 
development and stability, The "soft" options are no 
longer tenable. They hav~ evidently failed. The 
technocratic solutions cannot be a substi~ute to the only 
reasonable option still open to the power ~lite. In fact, 
rapid agricultural development can be sustained only if 
the· p~edatory and dualistic agrarian structure ~s 
reformed as a precondition. An unreformed agr4rian 
structure in.Pakistan is itself perh~ps the most se,r\ou~ 
barrier to ~he realization of the expected develo;ment by 
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~echnocratic sclutions.13 

We must now turn to the nature of and limits to the 
reform of the lar.d tenure system, main~aininq the 
principle of private ownership of land but sharply 
reducinq its concentration · and breakinq up the 
landlord-tenant nexus. The populist rhetoric, such as 
"land ~o the tiller", should be tempered by the fact that 
a hiqh man-land ratio, at least in the Indus basin, sets 
the limit to the distribution of land amonq peasants, 
tcth landless and near-landless. ~There is not enouqh land 
to be distributed to everyone working in aqricul~ure, 
without at the same ~ime~ Adversely affecting the 
irospects of growth. The solution should not be to 
redistribute poverty, but to create the conditions in 
which the immense labour power of the self-employed 
peasantry is fully utilfzed, A balance between the vast 
labour power which now exi~ts•and the dis~ribution of 
landed ~ro~erty has to be created. Thus the secdnd maier 
constraint 6n a land reform programme is the acceptance 
of some form of tenancy, a1thouqh the ~asic objective 
should be to reduce the concentration of landownership. 
We should then consider two central aspects of a land 
reform programme for the Indus £asin, namely, acquisi~ion 
of land and its redistribution. · 

To reduce ~he concentration of 1andownersnip, and to 
atclish the intermediary'interesl~·on land, we must first 
discuss the question of land.acquisition by the state. 
Tnere are at least three important problems associated 
with this issue. First, we sh6uld clearly~define the 
criterion for acquiring land from large owners. In other 
words, we must discuss the concept of ceilinq en 
landholdinqs. Secend, we ~should analyse the terms en 
which the s~ate acquires excess land. Finally, we should 
look at the question ~of redistribution of the 
expropriated land. This will include a discussion on the 
criteria for determining the beneficiaries, the amount of 
laod each beneficiary may receive, and the terms on which 
this transfer ~akes place. 

we face several questions on the issue of ceilinq en 
landholdings. Should the ceiling be· defined in only 
physical area, or should it also include an index cf 
11productivi ty" to· establish the equi valance between two 
separately located pieces of land? Should the ceilinq te 
placed on the amount cf land an individual or a family er 
both can own? Shouid a ceiling be imposed on opera~ional 
holdings as well? Should ~he existing landowners te 
allowed exemptions on the basis of better manaqement, 
ownership of farm machinery, ~ubewells, etc. 
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In deciding the ceilinq on landholdings, we should 
te guided by arguments on efficiency as much as en 
breaking up the concentration of landownership. It is 
fair to say that lands in the Indus basin differ a great 
deal in their capaci~y to produce equivalent values cf 
output. Fo= instance, one acrerof lar.d in Northern regicn 
of the Punjab, which is mostly deper.dent on natural 
precipitation, cannot be expected to produce an 
equivalent value of output as an acre in Central reqion, 
which is ilirigated, by canals and tubewells. Thtts a 
ceiling ex~ressed onay in area will be quite inequitable 
between regions, irrespective of the conditions of 
management, etc. One approach to resolve this problem 
would be to fix the ceiling in acres and also express it 
in the ~reduce equivalents. This is, howev~r, a very 
complex and deba":a,ble issue. As we saw in Chapter 5, the 
cor.cept of Prod~ce Index Unit was used to retain a much 
larqer area than was intended by the ceiling defined in 
area. Further, the Plus used for various regions did not 
reflect the relative change which must have occurred with 
the passage of time. For this criterion to have substance 
and be equitable, it must be revised regularly at least 
once in a decade, say with each agricultural census, 

The second issue is whether we should choose the 
individual or the family or both as the basis fer 
landownership, Conceptually, individual owner~hip is in 
many ways a natural basis for private property. However, 
it seems appropriate that the ceiling.on land should te 
defined in relation to the individual as well as the 
family unit in Pakistan. The reason for including the 
family in ceiling on landholdings is to prevent.land 
concentration amonq members of a fa~ily. This has been a 
maior source of high land concentration in Pakistan. Land 
transfers within t~e family during the 1959 and 1972 land 
reforms were used to ·circumvent the requirement of the 
ceilinq law. Some of these transfers we=e allowed by the 
laws themselves. In using the concept of a family 
holding, we are faced with two questions. First, we must 
define who is to be excluded from the family. Second, we 
must determine the individual and family ceilinqs at t.he 
same time, The definition of family in a society in which 
it has traditionally included individuals bevond the 
nuclear structure creates several problems. A reasonable 
ap~roach is to define the family as a household 
consistlnq of husband, wife (wives) and minor children, 
The adult sens and daughters, especially if they are 
married, should not be included,1, The ceiling o:i 
individual and family holdings ~hould be substantially 
different. However, the family holding should not be more 
than twice the size of individ'lal holding, While this 
relationship between ~he cei~ings on individual and 
family holdings is qui~e arbitrary, it has the advantage 
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that it does not vary with the size of family er 
household. Also, it simplifies record keeping. 

The third issue is about the ceiling on operational 
holding. The need to impose a ceiling on the operational 
holding arises from the fact that access to the use of 
land is getting increasingly concentrated, shifting the 
cultivation of land from small to large owners. It is to 
arrest the chances of biformity to reappear in the new 
system. !herefore, the permissible size of an operational 
holding should not be larger than the ownership holding, 
to prevent leasing of additional land by large owners. 

The last issue related to the question of ceiling is 
about exemptions, allowances, etc. to be given to the 
present owners at the time of new ceilings. As a matter 
of principle, no private individual er organization 
should be giv~n exemptions in any form, because it will 
open up a vast number of claims'and invite litigations in 
the courts. The only exemp~ion from the ceiling laws 
shculd be ma6e on state lands or those which the state 
can in future develop for cooperative agricul~ure. 

We can now turn to the second maior problem in 
resumption 6f land by the state, namely, ~he terms on 
which excess land should be resumed from the present 
owners. There are at least four strong arguments in 
favour of confiscating the excess land without any 
compensation. First, the cla1m of the present owners was 
established by the intervention of a colonial power, with 
which the ancestors of many of these landowners 
coop~rated and were in turn rewarded with land. Second, 
in most cases the present market value of thei~ lands 
reflects either the labour ~f their tenants over time or 
the investments made by the society from state revenues 
in which the owners contributed at best only a part. 
Third, many of the large landowners have not invested 
th~ir capital ot labour in expanding the margin of 
cultivation on their holdings. These uncultivated lands 
will reguire significant improvements, for which 
investment resources will have• to be mobilized by the 
state or ne·w bwners. Finally, a compensation scheme will 
require nationa~ resources, w~ich must come from either 
the prospective beneficiaries and/or from some other 
groups in the society;, In the present state of 
development of Paki•stan, these resources are needed to 
~rcvide facilities and services with whic~ the new land 
system can te made produbtive and stable. 

The last problem is of lind %edistribution. !he most 
important otjective of setting a linri~ on landholdings is 
to redistribute surplus land. This raises two immediate 
guestions. Who should get preference in redistribution of 
~he resumed land? Ho~ much land1and on what basis should 
it he distributed to the beneficiaries? There are three 
group~ of potential beneficiaries, namely, landless 
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sharecroppers, marginal owner-sharecroppers and landless 
aqriculural workers. The first two groups constitute the 
vast majority of the landless or near-landless in the 
Indus basin. The landless sharecroppers are relatively 
more numerous in Sind and marginal nwner-sharecroppers· in 
the Pun;ab. It is, therefore, necessary that these two 
qroups get the preference. Their claim on these lands is 
strengthened by two other factors. ~irst, they are 
already engaged in the cultivation of land. Second, it is 
their underpaid labour which has allow~d 'the landlords to 
develop their power on land. 

There cannot possibly be a universal rule £or· the 
amount cf land redistributed to a beneficiary. 'Fer 
instance, in sind, most of .the landless sharecroppers 
(J@.£i§) have cultivated 10 to 16 acres, often in rotation 
and on annual basis. In the Puniab, a very larqe number 
of peasants are owners of holdings of marginal size, 
often smaller than what the landless sharecroppers 
cultivate. These owners are also working as tenant's for 
large lar.dcwners. It is difficult to specify a minimum 
holdinq size which would sustain a peasant's family atd 
use his labour productively. One op~ion is to 
redistribute the acquired land amonq as large a number of 
peasants as can possibly be done. on the other hand, this 
could lead to the creation of holdings which will neither 
~rovide sustenance to a peasant nor establish a 
productive system of peasant proprietors. !hus the 
preferred alternative should be to,allot to the landless 
sharecropper about 8 to 12 acres of irrigated lands and 
to the near-landless small owner an amount which will 
increase the size of his existing hclding to 8 to 12 
acres. In the rainfed areas, there should be some upward 
adjustment in the area to be distributed to each peasant. 
The new owners should be allotted these lands free of 
charge, althouqh they should be bound by certain 
conditions so that the new system does not lead to the 
fraqmentation or waste of new holdings. 

The principal aim of land reform is the abolition of 
intermediary riqhts on land. However, given the hiqh 
man-land ratio in the Indus basin, a system of tenancy 
cannot be abolished altogether. we cannot, t'herefore._ 
hope to completely ban the leasing of land between 
parties. The imposition of a ceilinq on operational 
holdinq will. discourage large landowners from leasinq in 
land from marginal and small owners. The most dominant 
form of tenancy in the Indus basin, especially in Srnd, 
is still a feudal tenancy based on the batgi system of 
sharecropping. It is imperative that this system is 
altered to protect the rights of sharecroppers on land 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



234 

and in its produce, and to rationalize the use of land 
itself. The most serious and continuing problem in a land 
reform programme is the difficulty of enforcing tenancy 
rights and arbitration in the landlord-tenant disputes. I 
shall turn to this prcblem later. 

There are three central aspects of tenancy reforms. 
First is the security for tenants against unreasonable 
and summary evictions. !he aim should be to move from the 
short-term to long-term contracts, say from one to five 
years. The landlords should have no right to resume land 
before the expiry of the lease. Ejectment of a tenant 
during the period of the lease should be made unlawful, 
unless there is proven evidence of gross misuse cf 
resources by the tenant. The onus should be on the 
landlo=d to prove beyond reasonable fioubt that the tenant 
did indeed vicQate the ~asic provisions of his tenancy. A 
tenan~ who has,completed the frrst term of his contract 
must be given the cccupancy right on land he has 
cultivated. In fact, tenancy rights should be transformed 
gradually into r,onresumable rights of the landlord. 

There ·have be;en two serious problems in the eviction 
of ter,.,ant·s. First, landlords have used "voluntary 
surrender" by the tenant as an excu·se to cover up illegal 
and forced eviction of thei=· tenants. These cases must be 
resj,sted, .and ,in most of them the land so "surrendered" 
should be turned over to the state for another tenant. 
This leads ~c the second problem. The landowners in 
Pakistan are allowed a generous limit to which they can 
resume land from the cultivating tenants for 
self-cultivaticn. The limit on the self-cultivated land 
in these instances should be smaller than the ceiling en 
a famil:·y holdin.g. A landlord should not be allowed to 
=esume for self~cultivation any area in excess of this 
limit. 

The second aspect of tenancy reforms in Pakistan is 
the batai system. It has remained unchanged in that the 
shares are in kind and determined by the balance of power 
between the landlord and tenant. The first reguirement of 
change should be to move towards a cash sharing system, 
in which shares of tenan,: and landlord reflect a "fair" 
return tc both. The great advantage of the cash sharinq 
system i~ that it would induce beth parties, and 
particula~ly the tenant, to work harder on land. Like the 
balai share, the rent of the landlord can vary a great 
~eal. The rental share of the landlord can vary for all 
kinds ~f reasons.is In the Indus basin, we can use the 
value of gross produce as the basic unit for determining 
shares. !he shares of the landlord and tenant in qross 
produce should be 50:50 in irrigated and 40:60 in rainfed 
areas. Th~ other conditions should be that: 

(a) the tenant pro~ides his labour and that of a 
pair of oxen, tasic tools, ~nd ~eed; 
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(b) the landlord ,makes p~yment of wai;.er charq_es, 
machines (tractor, etc.), and also pays all taxes and 
levies claimed by the stqte; 

(c) the·ccst of chemical fertilizer, pesticides and 
marketing of the p=oduce should be shared equally by the 
t111c parties. 

A fixed cash rental system cannot be introduced as,a 
qeneral rule at this stage, because the land market is 
still quite limited and somewhat archaic. A lonq-texm 
goal shculd indeed be to move towards a concept of rent 
based on the capitalized value of land. 

The third aspect of tenancy reforms is the riqht cf 
preemption to tenants ~or purchasing the land of their 
landlords. The state should preferably assist the tenant 
in this purchase, by providing credit on a lonq-term and 
convenient basis. 

Much as there is the need to set a ceilinq, on 
landholdings, there i~ an equally impcrtant reason fer 
setting a flcor. This may sound unreasonable in an 
economy in which a large number of peasants will remain 
landless even after the redistribution of land resumed 
from landlords. However, the purpose of land tenure 
reform is net to break up landholdings into sizes which 
cannot remain viable, even if the society moves in the 
direction of a cooperatized form of cultivation. A floor, 
however arbitrary, must be crea~ed to prevent the 
partition of holdings through transfers, resulting from 
inheritance, population pressure, market transac~ions, 
etc. The existing blocks of holdings should be maintained 
with the conditions ~hat (a) a holding of 10 to 25·acres 
shculd in no case be partitioned in blocks of less than 
10 acres, and (b) a holding of over 25 acres should not 
be split into blocks of less than 25 acres. These limits 
may be adjusted marginally to take into account the 
availability of irrigation water. 

Land fragmentation has been a serious problem in 
Pakistan. Efforts at its consolidation have been 
extremely limited, and have led to ~he eviction of 
tenants in several areas. The problem cf fraqmentaticn 
has been the more serious on small and marginal holdinqs, 
and consolidation of these holdings has been the least 
satisfactory. It is important that the land consolidation 
proqramme becomes an integral part of land tenure reform. 
Also, the consolidation effort of large holdinqs should 
come after the redistribution of excess land to avoid the 
prcblem of eviction of tenan~s. This will both protect 
the interests of sharecroppers and encouraqe 
cooperatization amcng small cwners. 
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Land reforms in Pakistan, limited as th'ey were in 
their scope, failed to produce the expected results also 
lecause of the problems in their implementation. An 
effective implementation programme is a vital aspect of 
the ceiling and tenancy reform laws, and it involves 
complex administrative and legal processes. There are at 
least five major prcbl"em areas relevant to the present 
discussion. 

First, the administrative organization involved in 
iaplementation of the land reform programmes of 1959 and 
1972 was both inadequate and inefficient. The inadequacy 
was clearly reflected in that the land revenue officials 
were burdened with additional work on land reforms. These 
officials have been fcund inefficient in doing even their 
traditional work on land records and revenue 
collecticn.16 · 

Second, efficiency of the administrative 
organization was greatly impeded by the social and 
political power of large, landcwners, and in which the 
land revenue officials quite naturally colluded in 
evading the laws and provisions. 

Third, the system of revenue courts was not only 
distant· but also very expensive for most peasants. 
Delivery of etpeditious'justice was also hampered by the 
involvement of revenue officials in the 1udicial process. 
Thus the process·of litigation, lengthy and expensive as 
it is, was also lopsided. 

Fourth, and perlaps the most important, problem in 
the effective implementation of land reforms was the 
exclusion of the representatives of potential 
beneficiaries from the process of administration. The 
administ~ative structure was never accountable to 
peasants. Its accountability to,the landlords was assured 
by their ,traditional political power at the local level. 
In fact, popular and independent representation by the 
peasants was not allowed to function during 
ir,~lementation of the land reforms of 1959 and 1972.11 

Finally, there is the problem of land records, which 
are reportedlJ incomplete and inaccurate. We know that 
incomplete or doctored records can delay and even 
adversely affect the outcome of a land reform proqramme. 
Also, the bureaucratic quagmire in various official 
agencies, which remain immune to independent-and outside 
scrutiny, greatly reduces the speed and thus the 
effectiveness of reforms. The i11:pact of land reforms can 
be vitiated simply by the• slow speed with which they are 
i11:plemented. 

In liqht of these problems, and with a view to 
implementing the provisions on ceiling and tenancy riqhts 
speedily and evenhandedly, several changes must be made 
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in the orqanization used for implementation. The land 
reform administration must involve three qroups. First, 
officials of the land Eeform commission in each province 
should be drawn from outside the land revenue system, 
althouqh they uust work toqether within possibly the same 
administrative structure. The informaticn on property and 
tenancy rights, on determininq the PIUs, on measurement 
of land, etc. must te available to the land commission 
workers at all levels. Much of this information need not 
be generated by the field staff of these commissions. 
However, it should be their responsibility to verify the 
information they qet from the land revenue system. 

The second group should consist of the functionaries 
whc would make judicial decisions in itinerant revenue 
courts. These courts should not be located at a fixed 
place, such as the subdivision or district headguarters. 
The mob~le courts should also belonq to the land reform 
commissions, although they should not be burdened with 
the enforcement of their judqements. They should instead 
redress quickly and inexpensively the grievances,arisinq 
in irplementation of the land·reform proqramme. 

The third group should consist of the watchdoq 
committees at each administrative level, from the village 
tc district in each province. It is important that these 
villaqe and tehsil committees are orqanized to reflect 
representatior.~of~the interest qroups iij proportion to 
th~ir po~ulation. In any case, representation of the two 
contendinq qroups should be at least egual. In the 
existinq pclitical structure, most of the village or 
tehsil representation is based on the ~raditi6nal 
hierarchy of power. A viable peasant organization has not 
been allowed to survive to represent the qrievances of 
the landless sharecroppers and marginal owners. These 
committees should be assigned not only the responsibility 
of assurinq tbat the parties affected by land refo~ms are 
heard but also of supervising the implementatio~ process. 
In order to increase the efficiency of their work, the~e 
committees should have access to services of the field 
staff (bureaucrats and technicians) involved in the 
proqramme. These appointed me~bers on ±he ,committee 
should give factual and technical information to the 
elected members as and when required. 

The establishment of these local level committees, 
represented ty the interest qroups involved in the 
restructuring cf the land tenure system, must be reqarded 
as the most important link in the implementation 
orqanization. It will not only help prevent excesses 
perpetrated by the bureaucracy, often on behalf of the 
more powerful in the rural community, but will also 
become a majcr source of popular participation by those 
who are directly affected by the change itself. This 
participation has not existed in the past for reasoDs 
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well knowr. and with predictable results. A countervailing 
power must be developed within the rural society if 
change has to come smoothly and with desired resul~s. 
This aspect has been neglected for too long. The 
heightened anticipation created by the land reforms of 
1972 was frustrated because the aggrieved party was not 
involved in the process of implementation. There was 
plenty cf rhetorical support given to the peasants, but 
they were systematically excluded from the decision 
making process affecting their welfare. They provide 
probably the best source of sustained support fer a land 
reform programme if they are directly involved in the 
accountatility of its implementation by the state 
officials. 

A land reform programme cannot ie limited to some 
short-term · measures affecting the size of landholdings, 
redistribution of resumed land by the state, and 
requlaticn of tenancy rights. If the programme creates a 
land tenure system based mainly on owner-operated farms, 
it must include specific policy measures and their 
administrative organizations which increase the 
independence and viability of these productior. units. The 
three most important support programmes to stabilize the 
new owners and improve ~heir capacity to produce 
efficiently for the scciety are (a) a credit structure, 
(bl an extension service, and (c) access to the input and 
product markets. In the ur.reformed agrarian structure, 
these services and facilities are accessible mainly to 
these ·who enjcy a mono~ol.j_p.ower on land. These services 
would be needed even mere strongly in the new land tenure 
system by those among the owners who were earlier the 
tenants on land. Their traditional support system and 
relations with landlords can be broken effectively only 
if an institutional framework performs these functior.s 
and improves ~ne standing of these owners. A follow up 
support system would prevent the danger of reduced 
production on the new units and keep the new owners frcm 
falling into the old and familiar relations cf 
subservience to their former landlords. 

Among the most important considerations, following 
the redistributicn of excess land, should be the 
encouragement of a cooperatized form of agriculture based 
primarily on owner-operated production units. A 
cooperative organization for channeling credit and 
requisite farm inputs offers potentially the most 
effective method 6f inducing change through the new land 
system. This does not, have to incorporate all farm 
activities or all as~ects of rural life. A cooperative 
approach can be most productive in those operations where 
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economies of scale are clearly present. For instance, in 
the two-season agricu.ltural system of the Indus basin, 
there is often the need to speed·up the harvest of one 
crcp and begin land preparation for the next. Sharinq of 
labour and machines can prevent delays causeabv the 
small scale cf operations. Then there are activities 
related to rural infrastructure, directly affecting the 
production precess. These include construction an·d upkeep 
of irriqation channels, walkways, roads, etc, Community 
labour of small cultivators could be mobilized within the 
cooperative structure. Likewise, marketing of products, 
at least of cash crops, can be organized on a cooperativ~ 
basis. The cooperative movement in Pakista~ has remained 
limited and ineffective, and the reasons are not 
difficult to identify.is The most significant reason has 
been the bifcrmity of the agrarian structure with the 
consequent unequal access to resources and markets. A 
precondition for an effective ccoperatized agricultural 
system is the existence of potentially viable prcducticn 
units without the wide disparities in ownership of and 
access to land. This has clearly not been realized in 
Pakistar.. The support system, such as it has been, is 
lopsided and dominated by ~he landed interests. Much as a 
cooperative system of agriculture, at least initially, 
needs a strotg and equitable support system :or credit, 
extension, marketing, etc., it can itself qreatly enhance 
the efficiency of these services. The new landowners can 
themselves realize the advantages of expanded scale of 
certain ope.rations on the farm. 

One continuing barrier against the cooperative 
organization in agriculture has been the strong 
primordial and ethnic relations within the villaqe, which 
the landlords have used to good effect. A quasi-caste 
system, based mainly on lineage, remains stronq in manv 
areas of the Punjab and Sind. The landlords use these 
relations as a mechanism for socia~ cohesion, and the 
economic exploitation of tenan~s and marginal.owners 
continues. This device is also used to main~ain division 
among the peasants, so tha~ ~heir primordial relatior.s 
dominate class interests. In this system, a cooperative 
structure then becomes a victim of the power of the 
landed interests, and division among the peasants 
reinforces this pressure.19 

The central aim of the land reform programme in 
Pakistan is.to reduce the concentration cf landownership 
and abolish the intermediary interests on land. The basic 
decision then is to impose a ceiling on landholdings. 
There are three important considerations in makinq this 
decision. First, the ceiling should reduce land 
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concentration, especially the ownership by those who have 
only intermediary rights in land. Second, the ceiling 
should release a substantial amount of cultivable land 
for redistribution amonq the peasants. Third, there are 
the redistributive effects of the ceiling. If the ceilinq 
is too low, it may transfer land from the Kula~ type 
11innovative 11 landowners to the small owner-operators, 
thus affecting adversely the productive capacity cf 
agriculture. ~he transfer should basically affect large, 
preferably absentee, landowners. 

In light of these considerations, 
followinq provisions for ceilinqs on 
family holdings, without exemptions, 
intrafamily transfers: 

we can make the 
individual and 
allowances and 

Ir~.i.9.s.ted ]e.9i.Ql!.§ Rainfed ]_g.9ion§ 

Individual Family Individual Family 
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) 

Ownership and 
Operational Holding 50 100 75 150 

These limits on the individual and family should apply to 
both the £~hiR and ~perational holdings. The concept 
of family should include members suggested earlier, with 
perhaps the excep~ion allowed in demonstrable cases of 
extreme hardships. These ceilinqs have been proposed for 
at least three reasons. First, it has been dem~nstrated 
in several areas of the Indus basin that the holdinqs 
(farms) cf 25 to 50 acre size are perhaps the most 
productive units. So a ceiiing below 50 acres of 
irrigated land would bave affected the efficiency quite 
significantly. What is even more important is that the 
total land owned i~ the 25-50 acre size would not add a 
sutstantially large amount of land for redistribution. 
Second, the ownership and operational ceilings are the 
same to prevent leasing of land by large owners frcm 
small and marginal owners. In other words, it will 
counter the tendency towards concentration of land use. 
Third, the difference in the ceiling between irriqated 
and rainfed areas is to maintain interregional equity. 
Finally, the difference between individual and family 
holdings would create some incentive for smaller than 
larger families, without penalizing greatly ~he exis~inq 
family structure. I have earlier explained the reasons 
for ceilinq on land based on the concept of family. 

By settir.q the limit on landownership by area alone, 
it, can be argued that it does not take into account soil 
fertility differences between two separately located 
areas of land. While there is some merit in the arqument 
that the ceilings should take productivity equivalents 
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into account, the use of PIUs in Pakistan has clearly 
shewn its negative effects on land concent'ra'tion. More 
siqnificantly, we are faced v'ith many conceptual and 
measurement ~roblems. !he conceptual probl~m in defininq 
fertility cf land is that contributiot.s by Nature qannot 
be separated from man-made improvements. Even if this 
problem can be resolved, productivity equivalents must te 
revised regularly to maintain uniformity. If oJie is 
concerned about the fertilitY: differences, then the 
ceiling based on land area should perhaps be adjusted 
accordinq to some broad soil types, say four or five. It 
must be remembered tr.ough that the purpose of ceilinq en 
aqricultural land is to reduce the concentration of its 
ownership and to redistribute excess land to those who 
can use their family labour to raise the national output 
efficiently. · 

As was shown in Chapter 3, landholdings of ov1r 50 
acres were owned by one percent of the owner~ in the 
Puniab and by 8 percent in Sind. The area 'of,these 
holdings was 18 percent in the former province and 42 
percent in the latter. It should ·be noted that the 
holding area is related to individual owners,· many cf 
whom belonq to the same family. Since we have no 
information on the distribution of area by'family; we 
cannot determine the total area which the owners would 
retain given a ceiling on the family ~Olding. We can, 
however, estimate the minimum area which ~ould be 
available to the state if we-applied only the ceilinq on 
individuals. With the ceiling on family holdings, the 
excess area which the state would acquire may in fact be 
much larger. We will here take the lower limit, based en 
the owner's individual holding. In Table 7. 1, we have 
estimated that at least 5 million acres could be acguir~d 
by the state, 2.7 million acres in the P~njab and 2.3 
million acres in Sind. Incidentally, i~ is mere than 
twice the area resumed by the government in the land 
reforms of 1959 and 1972 toqether. Our e 9 timate of the 
number of cwners who are likely to surrender excess.land 
is 140,478 (87,563 in the Punjab and 52,915'in Sind). the 
actual number of cwners surrendering land should be much 
higher, because of the ceiling on family holdings. 

I am assuming that almost all of th~ resu~ed land is 
cultivated or cultivable. This is based on the assumption 
that the actual amount of excess area will te 
suts~antially la~qer than s.o million acres.20 The number 
of beneficiaries will be determined by two 
considerations, namely, the type of peasants who get the 
resumed land and the amount of land a peasant famiiy is 
allotted. The allotment of land should be made to t~o 
categories of peasants: (i~ landless sharecropper$, ana 
(ii) marqinal cwner/sharecroppers. In the Punjab', 
landless sharecroppers are cultivating about 52 percent 
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TABLE 7.1 
Estimates of Area Retained by Owners and Area Resumed by the Government 

ProviI_1C!! 

Punjab 
Sind 
Punjab 
and 'sind 

Number of Owners 

Holding Holding 
of of 

>50-100 >100-150 
(acres) (acres) 

54,627 23,195 
38,375 8,339 

93,002 31,534 

Source: ~uthor's estimates. 

a 

Holding 
of 

>150 
(acres) 

9,741 
6,201 

15,9421 

Area Owned (acres)a 

Holding Holding Holding 
of of of 

>50-100 >100-150 >150 
(acres) (acres) (acres) 

3,551,930 2,17,3,7J5 1,392,303 
2,466,402 1,100,680 1,351,524 

6,018,332 3,274,475 2,743,827 

aThe data on numbers of owners and their area are from Table 3.2. 

Area 
Retained 
by Owners 

(acres) 

4,378,150 
2,645,750 

7,023,900 

Area 
Resumed 

by the 
State 

(acres) 

2,739,878 
2,272,856 

5,012,734 

"' &:: 
IV 
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cf the area of holdings of over 50 acres. In Sind, on the 
o~her hand, landless sharecroppers cultivate about 30 
percent of this area. We m·ake three sets of assumptions 
atout the size of parcel to be distributed among the 
peasant beneficiaries to estimate their number. These 
estimates are made in Table 7.2. We are makinq two 
additional assumptions on the size of the land parcel. 
First, the beneficiaries in the Pun;ab are assumed tote 
egually divided between landless sharecroppers and 
marginal peasants. Second, all beneficiaries in Sind are 
assumed to be landless sharecroppers. lhe size of parcel 
in Assumption C is almost equa~ to the average size of 
owner area for holdings in the 6.25-12.5 acre group in 
the two provinces. This can be called an "equalizing" 
parcel.21 lhe one serious problem in this assumption is 
that the average parcel may in many cases b• lower than 
the amount cf land which landless sharecroppers usually 
cultivate for landlords, thus creating additional 
disputes between the new a~d old owiers~ The number of 
prospective teneficia!:ies would range f'rom 510,613 to 
643,951. The differenc~ between the estimated numiers 
under Assumptions Band c is not 'very significant. 

We can now turn to anaLyse the likely effects of 
land transfer in the suqqested land reform. The IltOSt 
immediate effect would be a shift in 1concentration of 
landownership from the top of ~he scale to the bottom 
end. This will at the same time reduce the number of 
atsentee landcwners and intermedi~~ies on land. 

We can also estimate the static effects on 1ncome in 
rural areas. We make two assumptions to derive these 
estimates. First, that there will be nc major disruption 
or turmoil associated ~ith the transfer of land. Second, 
that the efficiency of production after land transfer 
will not be affetted adversely. The magnitude of the 
income transferred. with the re.dist:::-·ubtion of land frcm 
landlordl: to sha,recroppers can be e·stimated by using the 
data on incomes discussed in the las~ chapter. The 
tenant's share waa estimated to be Rs.393 per acre, 
assumed as one-half cf gross value of crop out~ut. The 
former tenant can make as new owner qross income cf 
Rs.853 per acre. This means that for every former tehant 
there is a ~ossible redistribution of Rs.460 per acre 
(Rs.853 - Rs. 393). The total income so transfe=red would 
be: 

Pun;ab 
Sind 
Puniab 

and Sind 

Rs.460x2.74 million actes=Rs.1,260 million 
Rs.460x2~27 million acres=Rs.1,046 millicn 

Rs.460x5.01 million acres=Rs.2,306 million 

7his represents a gain to new owners because of the 
transfer of land from the appropriators of rent. 
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TABLE 7.2 
Estimates of ~ew Owners of Redistributed Land 

Province 

Punjab 
Sind 
Punjab and Sind 

Assumption Aa 

328,.J85 
181,828 
510,613 

Number of New Owners 

Assumption Bb 

410,982 
227,286 
638,268 

Assumption Cc 

391,411 
252,540 
643,951 

Source: Author's,estimates. r ' 

aAssumption A: The s,ize of the,P,arc'el is .12.·5 acres for each land
less sharecroppe~ irt the~Punjab'~rtd S~nd and 6...25 acres for each 
fnarg;i.nal own~r in. the Punjab. Peal3ants in the Punjab are assumed to 
be equally d;i.vided .. a,mong landless sharecroppers and marginal owners. 

bAssumption'B: The size of the parcel is 10.0 acres for each land
less'sharecropper'in the Punjab'and Sind and 5.Q acres for each 
mll.rginal owner i'h the Tunjab. Peasants in the Punjao are assumed to 
be equally divided amon~ landless sharecroppera and marginal owners. 

tAssumption C: The average si~e'of the parcelJor each pea,sant is 
7.0 acres in the Punjab and 9.0 acres in Sirld. 

As stated earlier. i~ we assume',that use of inputs 
and yield levels on the new owner holdings will be equal 
to_ those on the existing owner-~perated small farms, the 
land .transfer would create addit'i'bnal in~ome for the 
~ociety. ~he additional income per~acre would be Rs.67 
(Bs.853 - Rs.786). The ~otal new income per year can then 
be: ,. 

Pun,jab 
Sind 
Punjab and Sind 

Rs.67x2.74 million acres=Rs.184 million 
Rs,.67x2.27 million acres=Rs.152 million 
Rs.67x5.01 mi~lion acres=Rs,336 million 

While these gains in income are in themselves quite 
large, there could be other lasti~g·and dynamic effects 
on the economy, Wa cannot at this stage estimate these 
effects because we do not have the precise maqnitudes of 
variable~ needed for estimation, We can, however, discuss 
the structure and direction of these effects. 

As the evidenae on differences between owner and 
tenant farms indicated in Cha~ter 6, the use of inputs 
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like fertilizer and family labour should increase on the 
new owner-operated farms.22 There will thus be a positive 
effect on abso;ption of labour, especially if ~he land is 
beinq transferred from larqe (machine-dependent) to small 
(labour-dependent) farms. However, it has been argue_d 
that the em~loyment effect .could be negative for the 
landless wage workers in agriculture.23 This arqument is 
tased on the assumption that the deman~ for outside 
labour on small family farms would d~cline. This mav not 
necessarily be trµe, as more intensive use of land on 
small farms is likely ~o inc~ease the demand for laboUA• 
Further, the shift tc small farms would count~r th~ 
present tendency towards machines on large farqs, which 
has created probl~ms for employment of workers and·wage 
levels. Second, the landless wage_ workers constitute a 
very small propqrtion of the total aqricultural labour 
force in Pakis~an. • 

The second effect could be on marketable surp~us. 
The conventional wisdom is that a shift from lJrqe to 
small farms ,would decrease the marketable surplus. The 
small owner-operators are supposed to shift their 
cultivation tc those commodities which they need for the 
household consumption. It can thus reduce the surplus 
available for markets. Now, in a landlord-tenant system; 
marketable sgrplus usually consists of the landlordAs 
share, which as rent is transferred from the peasants to 
urban areas, and accrues cash inco,e to the landlord. The 
so-called· higher marketable surplus in this system 
represents a transfer from agriculture to the 
nonagricultural sectors, a mecnanism by which the 
tenant's production creates income fpr the landlord and 
benefits the urban areas.2• T~e important point here is 
that the higher total marketable surplus in th~ 
landlord-tenant system emerges because of the monopoly 
control of land by +arge landcwners. 

There is evidence in Pakistan that marketable 
surplus_ on small owner farms.is larger than.on tenant 
farms.2s The marketable surplus should pe expected to 
rise in an owner-operated system ,because of direct 
incentives for investment and the concomitant 
monetization of the economy. This may not init~ally 
ha~pen, and prices of some agricultural products may even 
rise in the short ~un. This would in itself be a reversa+ 
of the more commonly observed trend in the terms of trade 
of agriculture with other sectors. At the same ~ime, this 
would create incentives for further investment _and 
production on the owner-operated farms. The transfer of 
marketable surplus f:i;om· small farms can be regulated more 
by keeping the incentives for cultivators, as has 
happened in sore ccuntries.26 

Finally, there are the effects of chanqes in the 
land tenure system on private savinqs. It has been.arqued 
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tha~ the rate of saving is lower on small than larqe 
farms, since the rate of saving is associated with the 
level of income. Ho~ever, it may be that the observed 
lower rate of saving on small farms results from lack of 
investible opportunities in a landlord-dominated agrarian 
system. This argument is supported by two sets of 
evidence. First, the rate of saving is consistently 
hiqher en small owner than tenant farms.21 Second, where 
new technology has become accessible to small farmers, 
their saving rate has tehd~d to increase. There is also 
some evidence in India that inequality in the 
distribution of land does not induce higher level or rate 
of saving.2e Even if reduced inequality in the 
distribution of land resulted in a lower saving ratio, as 
the farming system shifts from large to small units, the 
net effect on ~he growth of output may still be positive. 
Ibis can result from the more intensive use of labour on 
small farms, which reduces the capital-output =atio, thus 
offsetting tne negative effect on the·rate of saving.29 

The preceding analysis of various aspects of reform 
in the land tenure system of Pakistan has been based en 
some demonstratly adve=se consequences of unreformed 
agrarian structure. We have premised our discussion en 
the proposition, and which we have su~ported with 
em~irical evidence in the preceding chapters, that 
aqricultural development has slowed down, and its future 
remains uncertain, because of the uncertainties which 
exist ifi rural areas. Ihe impact of new technoloqy, with 
heightened expectations among peasants without the 
concomitant changes, has increased the pressute on all 
ifiteresf groups on land. The rural social stratification 
is ~lso undergoing chan4eeven in those areas which have 
remained within the semi-feudal or feudal production 
relations. This change cannot but increase rapidly the 
contradictions in the countryside. The unreformed 
agrarian structure thus remains,a barrier to sustained 
aqricultural change. Also, it is now a source of 
increasinq tensions tetween the traditionally docile 
peasants and the intransigent landlords. The lonqer this 
double effect is iqnored the less tenucus the position cf 
~he powerfu} is likely to get. 

The political imperative to restructure the 
anamolies in the existing relationships in rural areas 
must b~ based on necessity if not on ideoloqy. More 
siqnificantly, it must be exercised in the form of 
radical changes in ~he existing property and tenancy 
relations. The most effective expression of the will to 
inplement a land reform programme is the direct parttci
pa~ion cf peasants and their representatives. The two 
indispensible components of the implementation programme 
then are the will of the state (or the ruling elite) and 
participation by the potenti~l beneficiaries.lo 
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1. See Moore, Socis1 Ori.gin~, pp. xv-xvii. 

2. See: D. Warriner, Land Reform in Prin£.ip1.e and 
Practic~ (London: Oxford University Press, 1369), 
Introduction. 

3. A discussion of various alterna~ives.of land 
reform is given in P. Dorner, Land Refol:J!! and Economic 
Dev~JQpmen!- (London: Penguin Books, 1972), Chapter 2; 
M. Lipton, "Towards a Theory of Land Reform," i.n Aggi:ian 
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land reform. See, for example, Warriner, Land ]gfo~m, pp. 
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~tructui: 5 of Muslim So~ie~. Vol. II. (Karachi: Indus 
Educational Foundation, n.d.), pp. 375-76. ('Ihe Qur.'anic 
verses on private ~roperty in land are in Chapten IV.7 
and Chapter IV.32.) 
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ideas on pro~erty and tenancy relaticns or. land is by 
Ziaul Haque, Landlo~g a.n.g Peasant in Earl~ ~slam 
(Islamabad: Islamic Research Institute, 1977) • A 
contemporary Islamic view on landlord-tenant relations is 
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13. The most successful examples of land reform in 
recent times are Japan, Taiwan and south Korea, countries 
which have maintained a private small-farm land tenure 
system. In Pakistan, the landed interests continue to 
argue that there is no landlordism in the country. 
Further, some of them believe that, if large landowners 
are allowed to use (subsidized) farm m~chinerv without 
restrictions, they can deliver "miracles" in agricultural 
development. Two gocd examples o! these views, and in 
both cases they are of the iandlords themselves, can he 
cited here. M.A. Khuro, "Letter to the Editor," ~_gJ!l}, 
Karachi, July 14, 1978, p. 8; z.A. Jamot, "Impact on 
Socio-economical Developllle:c.t ," Paki.2tan Economis~, Issue 
46, November 17, 1979, pp. 13-15. 

14. There has been a long and lively discussion in 
India on the conce~t of ~amily holding, and it is 
directly relevant to Pakistan. see: India, Ministry of 
Agriculture and Irrigation, Re.E.Qrt .Qi. .!;he National 
Commission en Agriculture 1976, Part XV, Agrarian 
Reforms. (New Delhi, 1976) •. 

15. This is illustrated by Griffin, Political 
EC.Qil.Q.!!LY, pp. 89-90. 

16. This aspect of land administration will he 
discussed in the next chapter. 

17. I have demonstrated thj,s in Chapter 5 and in 
Sind Hari Committ.§_g. 

18. The predicament of the cooperative movement in 
Pakistan has been documeneed in several official 
publications. Its most elaborate discussion appeared in: 
Pakistan, Cr€dit Engui.£.I Commission R_g_pgrt (Ka=achi, 
1959). A recent report on it has appeared in the ~.Q.!lltr1 

].§View ,j.9.12.§~ Qi ]~~iS!g~, (No. 59) at the World 
Conference on Agrarian Reform and Rural Development. 
(Rome, July 1979) , PP.• a6- 94. "=· 

19. The rural basis of politica~ power is discussed 
by Alavi, "The Rural Hlite," pp. 343-47. 

20. This underestimation of 
offse~ the difference one expects 
and uncultivated area on lands 
landlords. 

resumed area should 
between the cultivated 

t·o be surrendered hy 

21. This should take into account somewhat smaller 
parcels which may have to be allotted to marginal owners 
to increase their holdirtgs to the average size. 
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22, Similar evidence is given by Salam, "Factor 
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Agricultural Income Distribution," Pakistan Qg_y~lopment 
]~vie~, 1971, 1:30-44, 
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25. s.K. Qureshi, "Price Responsiveness of Marketed 
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Revi~, 1974, 2: 127. 
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Inquiry Punjab (Pakistan), 1s~fil Accounts gnd Famil~ 
Budgets. In fact, while the savinq rate on tenant farms 
fell it increased on owner farms during 1968-1972. Ther·e 
is also some evidence that the level of savinqs does nqt 
vary with farm size. See: Berry and Cline, Aqrg~ia~ 
structy~, pp. 90-92. 

28. Griffin, ~Jiti£al Ec.Qnomy, pp. 232-33. Similar 
evidence is cited by Dorner, Lang Reform, pp. 84-86. 

29. See: Berry and Cline, Agrarian Structur~, pp. 
28-30. The evidence from Brazil is that redistribution cf 
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Institute stydie§, 1973, 2:142-43. 

30. 
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The Land Tax System: 
Problems and Alternati'ves 

our interest in studying the structure· of direct 
taxation of agriculture in Pakistan stems from the fact 
that a tax system can affect the ownership and use cf 
land as it oan also be a' major source of i'hvestible 
surplus for the development of aqriculture itself. There 
is at present only one form of direct tax on agriculture 
in Pakistan. It is called land revenue. There is no tax 
on agricultural income. The land revenue system is 
ancient and rigid. Its tax base has not expanded with 
changes in agricultural output or income. successive 
governments have resorted to taxing aqricul~ure 
indirectly as a soft option to the restructurinq of the 
lar.d tax. There are several forms of indirect taxe& en 
agriculture, but we are not concerned with them here. Fer 
one thing, we are not here dealing with the question cf 
aqricultural taxation E~~ ~~ or' with the transfer of 
resources between aqriculture and other sectors of th'e 
economy.• second, protlems of measuring the inciden~e and 
maqnitude of indirect taxes in agriculture are horrendous 
if not impossible to overcome. Third, we regard reliance 
on indirect taxes as a poor (and reqressive) substitute 
for direct taxes, which can be the most impo=tant source 
of investible surplus in aqriculture. The dependence on a 
varie~y of indirect taxes is a sad reflection of' ~be 
failure of goverr.ments to make direct taxes flexible an'd 
proqressive. 

This chapter is organized as follows. First, we 
examine briefly the evclution of the lan~ revenue system 
in Pakistan. Second, we analyse the attempts made ty 
qovernments to change the structure of land taxation. 
Thdrd, we evaluate the maqnitude of agricultural income 
which land revenue has been transferring from the private 
tc ~ublic sector. Finally, we suggest an alternative 
structure of direct taxation in Pakistan's agriculture, 
quided by the well-known criteria of efficiency, equity 
and administrative feasibility. Needless to say, our 
discussion throughout focusses sharply on the p=ovinces 
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of Punjab and sind. 

THE LAND REVENUE SYSTEM: A BACKGROUND 

A public charqe on land is one of the most ancient 
forms of taxation. It remains to this day the only form 
of direct tax on agriculture in the Indus basin. In its 
primitive form, the land tax was a tribute claimed by a 
conquerer or sovereign from the subjects. It was, 
however, a claim on land (tax in re~) and not on the 
person (tax in ~rSQn.a!l!)• With the evolution cf 
successive rules, the land tax developed into a reqular 
claim, charged by the ruler as a uniform and conveniently 
assessed levy. The actual form which the levy took varied 
with time, depending on conditions of the peasantry, 
demand of the ruler and his ability to administer the 
state without rebellicn or war. 

While the roots of the land revenue system of 
Pakistan can be traced to the Aryan settlements in the 
northern parts of India centuries age, the present form 
owes its existence to the British conquest of the 
Indo-Pakistan subcontinent. However, it must be 
em~hasiz~d that ~the development of the land revenue 
system during the Eritish period was in great measure 
influ~nced by tpe preceding Muqhal system. In the Muqhal 
period, and in the ~arhata and Sikh rules in the 
eighteenth century, the claim of the ruler on land was 
collected as a variabl~ proportion of the qross produce. 
There has been a lively, though perhaps entirely 
academic, controversy about the nature a! the ~uler•s 
i:laim on the produce of· -iand,: was it really a tax er 
simply. the rent which a ruler demanded from tte. 
landhold~r12 In any case, land revenue was ccllected 
throuqh ~n elaborate adminis~rative structure, which was 
essentially establish~d in the reign of Akbar. In the 
last period of the Muqhal rule, the revenue demand was 
as~essed individually (on each cultivatcr or landholder) 
or collectively (on each villaqe or group of villaqes). 
In the latter case, it was collected through the local 
chiefs or village headmen. J 

The first revenue settlement, called the Permanent 
Settlement, by the British East India Ccmpany was done in 
Bengal in 1793. The settlements in the Punjab and Sind 
were carried out after their conquest in ·the 1840s, and 
initially they were tase~ on, the experience of the 
alr.eady settl~d areas elsewhere in India. The 11oriqinal 11 

Temporary Settlements ~ook place in Madras and Bombay in 
the second quarter of J9th century (1836 to 1866). The 
objective cf the· revenue demand was of cou.rse to provide 
a stable fiscal base to run the British administration in 
India. There were two basic concepts on which the rate 
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and structure of land revenue were based. The first 
notion was of economic rent: that the unearned income of 
the landlord would constitute the most eff±cient and 
equitable basis for land taxation. The creation of a 
leqally recognized private property riqlit in land became 
the basis of economic rent (private rent proper~y), and 
thus th·e land tax. A land tax, claiming a portion• of 
economic rent, seemed not only just·but ~lso propitious 
to the creation of value in land as a commddity. It W"Ould 
not adversely affect levels of production and prices as 
the supply of land would be unaffected. The concept of 
"net produce", which is simply the (true) ~ent portion cf 
gross produce, was applied to assess land revenue. In 
determininq the exact proportion of the net produce as 
land tax, it was important that the assessment was 
"fair", er which left a surplus to the occupant or owner 
of land. The original settlements in the Punjab and Sind 
were set at around one-half of the net produce. 

The second notion in these settlements was that they 
were "temporary", and not "permanent". The Permanent 
Settlements of Bengal were discredited as fiscal suicide 
fer the British administration, as they fixed the revenue 
demand at a certain level in perpetuity. The original 
Temporary Settlements in the Punjab and Sind, were set 
for a period of 30 to 40 years, subject to revision after 
each settlement period. The revision was to be based en 
cadastral surveys of land and normal prices. 

The British administrators recognized two kinds cf 
village ccmmunity in India.• Some were seen as entities 
in which the social and econo~ic life was organized en 
separate units of land, or there was little sharing a~onq 

·landholders within the village. These were designated ·as 
ryctwari villages, in which the ryo! were the individual 
landhoiders. The other form of village orqaniz~tion was 
of communities in which among individual landholders 
there were lineal related families or a perscn or family 
who enjoyed superior status in the village or claim en 
land. These villages were designated as the 1~ndlQ£g er 
jcint villages. The joint village was called the 
mahalwarj, village, with a villaqe headman (l.smbargg1;:)·. 
The British thus made the temporary settlements with 
either the ..i;:.1ot (landholders) in the f.1otwsri vi'llaqes or 
the maha1 (group of villages or estates) in the ~ahal~arj, 
villages. 

In the original settlements, based on the concept cf 
net produce and assessed against either the ~.12! er 
mah91, serious problems were created in using an 
elaborate system· to estimate the qross produce, cost of 
cultivation, rents, etc. After their initial trial in 
Bombay and Madras regions, under Regulation VII of 1822, 
this was changed into a simpler and empirically 
dependable system of estimating the net ~roduce. The new 
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system was tried durinq the 1830s and 1840s. The 
assessment of land revenue was to be close to the 
"theoretical rental value" of land. 

The land revenue systems of the Puniab and Sind were 
established during 1866 to 1836, followinq the 
establishment of the British imperial rule in India in 
1858. These two regions were basically affected by the 
"Revised Settlements", a term used -f,or new settlements in 
Bcubay and Madras after their "Original Settlements" cf 
1836-1866 were revised during 1866-1896. Since there are 
several distinguishing features of the Punjab and Sind 
land revenue systems, in their oriqinal conception and 
evclution, we must examine them separately. 

1he gunjab Land Revenue .§.!stem 

The oriqinal settlement in the Punjab, after its 
annexation in 1849, was based on Regulation IX of 1833. 
However, initialy a quick settlement was conducted in 
1866 after the co~lapse of the Sikh rule, The revenue 
demand was still related to the value cf qross produce, 
and based largely on the returns durinq the Sikh period, 
which was about one-sixth of the value of gross produce. 
The 1866 settlement changed the basis of assessment to 
one-half ,of the net produce and the period cf settlement 
was fixed at 20 years. The first significant step to 
establish a new land revenue system in the Puniab came in 
the Land Revenue Act of 1887 (Act XXVII of 1887). 

In the Act of 1887, the rate of assessment was 
one-half of the net assets (net produce) of the landlord, 
which was his share in the gross produce less his 
expenses on cultivation. -Wnile the initial settlement 
period was 20 years, it was chanqed to 30 years from 1853 
and remained unchanged until 1928. Also, it was decided 
that the n~w revenue demand in any .mshal could not te 
revised •upward by more ~han 25 percent of the assessment 
a~ the last settlement. The settlement was based on the 
concept of a Settlement Circle, constituting an estate or 
grcup of es~ates which could involve several villages, 
While the revenue demand was assessed against the holding 
of the individual, revenue was collected through the 
village headman. Therefore,' the land revenue system cf 
the Punjab has been called the mahalwari system~ The 
settleme~t was based on (~ crop area which actually 
matured, (h) crop yield, (c) average price cf ou-i:.i:ut, (d) 
share of each crop taken by the landlord, and (el 
expenses normally incurred by the landlord in collecting 
the rfnt. The settlement set either a rate per acre for 
the Circle or determined a lump sum for each estate 
within the Circle. The demand once set could not be 
altered during the settlement period. 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com

www.u
rd

uk
ut

ab
kh

an
ap

k.b
log

sp
ot

.co
m



255 

Two significant chanqes were made in this system in 
1928. The Act of 1887 was amended by the Puniab Act of 
1928 (Act III of 1928). This Act lowered the revenue 
demand from one-half to one-quarter of the net assets en 
each estate. Second, the period of settlement was 
increased froK 30 to 40 years, althouqh the thirty-year 
period was kept in irriqated areas. 

The Great Depression of the 1930s brought a 
precipitous fall in prices of agricultural qoods, thus 
affecting the net assets of landlords. With a view to 
protecting their incomes in the canal districts of 
Sahiwal and Faisalabad, a method of fluctuatinq 
assessment was introduced. since the fixed assessment was 
based on what wer.e called the "commutation" prices, which 
were the average of a long pe=iod during normal harvests, 
the fall in these prices during 1929-33 created tre 
problem of determinq a II fair" rate of assessment. Th~ 
qovernmer.t decided that the commutation price should be 
used as the ceiling to calculate the rate of assessment, 
and the actual yearly assessment would depend on the 
difference between the current price (average of the last 
two harvests during the marketing season of ma1or 
staples) and the commutation price. If the current price 
was lower than the commutation price, land revenue payers 
were entitled to a proportionate remission. The rates of 
remission were clearly specified. The advantaqe of the 
fluctuating method of assessment was that it was at onte 
attractive tc the revenue payer and flexible for the 
state. Its appeal tc the revenue payer was that the 
assessment responded to changes in prices in only one 
direction, for the commutation price set the ceiling. The 
fluctuating assessment took no account of char.ges in crop 
yields due to weather, etc. 

With the continuing problem of falling prices, and 
with it the rising political pressure, the Puniah 
government appointed a committee in 1937 to investigate 
into the possibility of restructuring the land revenue 
system.s It was asked to examine the questions of (a) 
exempting the small landowners from payment of land 
revenue, and (b) introducing a tax on personal income, 
either by a graduated system of assessment with respect 
to net assets or by imposing a super tax on incomes 
exceeding a certain level. The committee published its 
recommendations ir. 1938. It recommended, amonq other 
things, C 1) that the exis":ing land revenue system should 
be maintained, with the experimental introduction cf 
fluctuating assessment after every ten years in other 
areas of the Punjab, (2) that no one should he exempted 
from payment of ·1and revenue, ~) that the income tax 
principle should not be introduced in agriculture, but a 
temporary and graduated surcharge for five years should 
be introduced on large landowners starting from those·~bo 
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paid at least Rs. 250 in land revenue, and (4) that the 
period of settlement should be reduced from 40 to 30 
years in all areas. 

These recommendations took effect slowly in ~hat 
after the creation of Pakistan the fluctuatinq method cf 
assessment expanded tc several irrigated districts of the 
Punjab. Further, following the proposed surcharqe on land 
revenue as income tax, the Punjab government introduced 
in 1948 a graduated scale of payment in which everyone 
who paid up to Rs. 250 as land revenue would pay no 
surcharqe. The surcharge was to be 25 percent of land 
revenue for those who paid Rs~ 250 to Rs. 500 in land 
revenue, rising up to 700,percent for anyone who paid 
more than Rs. 15,000 in land r~venue. This system of 
"aqricultural income tax" was supported by the Puniab 
Agricultural Income Tax Committee in 1950, thus makinq 
permanent a proposal which had been recommended as a 
temporary surcharge on land revenue to bring about some 
measure of prcgressiveness in the land tax. However, the 
surcharqe was still a tax on land, as it was a proportion 
of land revenue. I shall returp to the problem of 
agricultural income tax later. 

At this stage, it should be pointed out ttat in the 
British administration the land tax was supplemented by 
cesses and levies, which were first imposed as temporary 
measures to finance local bodies such as the district 
councils, !hese levies were a proprotion (from 6 to 10 
percent) of ~and revenue collected from landowners. After 
the creation of Pakistan, the Punjab qovernment 
introduced ~ development cess, mainly to support the 
rehabilitation of Muslim refuqees from India. Like the 
local cess, the development levy has beaome a permanent 
charge on land revenue payers. Tpe rates of local and 
development cesses at present are 35 percent and 60 
percent of the ls1nd revenue .• 

The Sind, Lang R~~nue System 

The land revenue settlement in Sind has been called 
the ryotw~i system, in which.land revenue was assessed 
on the holding of and collected from-the individual 
landholder by the state. S-ince Sind was part of Bombay 
Presidency from 1843 to 1936, the initial features of the 
land revenue syst.,em were desiqned· after th~ experien~e in 
Bombay. The Original Settle~ent in Sind (1849 to 1865) 
maintained the payment of land revenue in kind and in 
proportion of the qross produce, which is what the 
pre-British rulers claimed. The ~and tax was assessed on 
the landholding, irrespective of the use of land. A 
landholder could occupy land as long as he paid revenue 
to the s~ate. The falloy and uncultivated lands were 
forfeited because of nonpayment of land revenue. A 
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Revision Settlement was tr~ed in Sind in 1875, based on 
small survey numbers, fixed according to the type of crop 
and mode of irrigation, and imposed, only olf,c;ultivated 
lands. This system had to be abandoned because of the 
paucity of detailed informatiqn on soil and wa~er 
conditions i~ most areas. 

The Land Revenue Act of 1879 established a tempo~ary 
settlement, based on the mode 'of, irrigation f!.nd i,mposed 
on cultivated land. This Act also i~troduced in sind the 
concept of true rent. '!he land revenue demand' •)i'!lS set at 
50 percent of the net assets of the landlord or the 
rental value of land. This proportion wa~\.educed to ~3.3 
percent after the construction of Lloyd Barraqe Jµ the 
early 1930s. This settlement was called the Standard Land 
Revenue System. The net assets (or net produce) were 
calculated by (a) estimating the qro~s produce of staple 
crops based en their average yields, (b) deducting frcm 
gross produce the allowance for seed and the s~are paid 
to tenants (reapers), (c) multiplyipq the balanc~ by the 
average price at the time of the sett!ement, and (d) frcm 
this value (the landlord• s share) a deduction· for 
expenses on cultivation qives the net income per acre. 
The standard assessment was 33. 3 percent of the. net 
assets en lands with flew (canal) irrigation. Two-thirds 
of the standard assessment was to ~e paid on lands with 
lift (well) irrigation, and .one-half of the standard 
assessment was to be paid on lands ~ith a-combine~ flew 
and lift irrigation. The settlement period was fi~ed at 
30 years. The assessment pould ~ot be e~hanced between 
two settlements by more than 33.3 percent of the 
assessment at previous settlement. This restriction was 
lifted in 1927. 

The most significant change in the land tax system 
was introduced in 1938, after Sind became a province, in 
1936. A sliding scale of assessment was imposed iij the 
areas irrigated by Llcyd Barrage. It was to apply to only 
three crops, namely, wheat, cotton and rice. on all oth,er 
crops, and in cthe r areas, the standard asse;ssment was to 
be maintained. The sliding system provided flexibility in 
land revenue demand due to changes in the prices of these 
crops between settlements. The sliding scale ¥as in fact 
an adiustment in the standard assessment, depending on 
the change in price in a year. Thus the standard 
assessment on an acre of wheat, cotton and ~ice was 
divided by the average price in the current. year. The 
average price was the price prevailing in the markets 
during th·e first two months after the ha vest ot a •crop. 
The ratio of the standard assessment and the.current 
average price was then used to.determine the current 
revenue demand on the landholder. The revenue demand 
could now change toth ways from the standarµ assessm~nt, 
depending on the direction in which the current price was 
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different from the price used in the last settlement. 
There was no tax on agricultural income in Sind, as 

the sliding scale of assessment was supposed to capture 
the effects of chanqes in crop prices on land revenue 
ccllected by the state. As in the Punjab, the land 
revenue was supplemented by traditional levies as some 
proportion of the land revenue collected from a 
landholder. There are now two kinds of such levies in 
Sind. First, there is the local cess, which is 31 percent 
of the land revenue in Hyderabad Division and 50 percent 
in Khairpur Division. Second, there is the mosque fund, 
which is 2 percent of the land revenue paid by each 
landholder. 

THE LAND REVENUE "REFORMS" IN PAKISTAN 

Two important events ~n the fifties attempted to 
intrcduce a uniform land revenue system in what became 
th~ province of west Pakistan in 1955, created by merqer 
of the existing i:rovinces'.. The first step the new 
provincial government of West Pakistan ~ook in 1957 was 
to set an upper limit to the sliding assessment in former 
Sind, much liKe the fluctua~inq assessment in irriqated 
areas of former Punjal:. 'The second measure came in 1959, 
when the ·provincial qovernment separated land revenue 
assessrtlen"t from water c'harqes in former Sind, wh'ere until 
then the twc had been assessed and collected toqether. 

The other significant development ~as the 
ap~ointment of a committee by the federal qovernment in 
1959 to examine the structure and rates of taxation in 
Pakistan and to recommend-111easures for rationalizing the 
fiscal base of the country.6 The committee published its 
report in 1960. Here we are concerned only with its 
recommendations on direct taxes in agriculture. 

On the question of direct land tax, the committee 
em~has1zed the need to establish a uniform land revenue 
system th~oughout West Pakistan. It expressed a stronq 
preference for the slidinq scale system which existed in 
the fcrmer province of Sind. The committee recommended 
that the Sind system should be extended to as many crops 
as possible. Second, the period of settlement should ce 
reduced from 30 to 15 years~ Third, the principle of tax 
on income should be universal, irrespective of the source 
of income. It, therefore, favoured abolition of the 
qraduated surcharge on land revenue, as existed in the 
former Pufiiab. The committee urged the federal qovernment 
to replace.the surcharge by tax on all incomes and assume 
responsibility for assessment and collection of these 
taxes in the agricultural sector as well. The latter 
recommendation would have changed the powers qiven to 
provincial qcvernments to tax agriculture under the 
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Government of India Act of 1935, which power was also 
enshrined in the defunct Cons~i~ution of Pakistan in 
1956. The committee's recommendation on aqricultural 
income tax was not unanimous, for one member wrote a lonq 
note of dissert. The majority, however, argued its case 
against this note in the main repo~t. The recommendation 
of the committee on aqricultural income tax was left to 
gather dust. Some recommendations on land ~ax we~e later 
in~lemented, though r.o~ in,the same form. 

While the West Pakistan qovernment allowed the 
standard and sliding assessment to remain in force in the 
Divisions of Khairpur and Hyderabad, it enacted the west 
Pakistan Land Revenue Act of 1967 (Act XVII of 1967) to 
introduce a uniform basis of land revenue assessment.1 
The central notion in the land tax still remained the 
rental value of land, the average annual surplus of the 
landlord. !here were now three types of assessments used 
in West Pakistan, namely, (1) fixed assessment (as in 
scme districts of the Punjab and Sind), (2) fluctuating 
assessment (as in some irrigated districts of the 
Punjab), and (3) slidinq scale assessment (as in some 
areas of Sir.a en wheat, cotton and rice). The qovernment 
reduced the rate of assessment from 33.3 to 25.0 percent 
of the net assets ,in the former province of ,Sind~ to 
bring it in line with the other areas of West Pakistan. 

The Land Revenue Act of 1967 made only miner 
amendments to the Punjab ,Land Revenue Act of 1887. As 
stated earlier, the mcst important concept in the system 
was of net assets, which cou?d be calculated in one of 
two ways: (1) as value of the annual gross output of th.e 
cwner-operated holding less the normal charges cf 
cultivation, or (2) as value of the land rent received by 
the landlord less the charqes borne by him in collecting 
the rent. The maximum land revenue assessment was to be 
25 percent cf the net assets or net income. The land 
revenue was to be paid in cash, Its determination was 
based on the information about the average crop yields, 
prices and area of crops. The period,, of settlement was 
reduced to 25 years, and a settlement once made could net 
te altered in less than ten years. The land revenue rates 
for a village or grou~ of villages were determined by the 
soil conditions on cultiva~ed (nine soil typei and 
uncultivated (four soil type) lands. 

Since the revenue settlements in most districts cf 
West Pakistan were made before the creation of Pakistan 
in 1947, twenty years before the enactmen~ of the 1967 
Land Revenue Act, the government of West Pakistan raised 
the basic rate for each assessment circle on an ad hoc 
basis by 25 percent .in 1962. The new rates were then 
established as the basic rates to ,be applied throuqhout 
West Pakistar.. They were adopted and published in 1969.a 
It must he emphasized here that the assessed value of net 
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assets was not changed but the actual value had underqone 
significant change due to rapid p=ice increases since 
World war II and increased output of crops with the use 
of new inputs. The ad EQ£ increase of 25 percent on the 
basic rate of assessment brought abcut only a ~oken 
chanqe in the revenue demand, and like the land tax 
itself it did no~ differentiate between various 
categories of landholders. 

After the imposition of second Martial Law in 1969, 
the province of West Pakistan was dissolved and the 
forme= provinces were restored to their previous status. 
!he new provinces would now be responsible for land 
revenue. However, no change took place in the land 
revenue systems until the dismemberment of Pakistan in 
1971. The first change came in sind in 1972. The West 
Pakistan Land Revenue (Sind Amendment) Act of 1372 (Si~d 
Act IX of 1972) abolished the standard and slidinq scale 
assessments. !hey were replaced by a flat rate system.9 
There would now be a fixed charge on land, cultivated or 
not, on the basis of the predetermined values of Produce 
Index Units. The flat rate was estimated from the revenue 
demand fer the preceding five vears (1966-67 to 1970-71) 
and divided by the number of PIUs in a village. The new 
rates· were set according to ,the type of soil and mode of 
irrigation, for which the valnes of PIUs per acre were 
already available according to the 1959 estimates fer 
West Pakistan~ The flat rate of land revenue per PIU was 
to remain fixed in each village for five years {first 
from 1972.,.73 to 1917-78), at the end of which the rate 
was to be determined on the basis ·of new values of PIUs. 
The water rate was likewise fixed as a flat rate per PIU, 
based on the average of wa~er charges ir. tte precedinq 
three· ye~rs (1968-69 to 1970-71). The Act of 1972 ~as 
amended by the West Pakistan Land Revenue (Sind 
Auendment) Act of 1973 (Sind Act IV of 1973), which 
excluded the rainfed and flood lands from imposition of 
the flat rate system. 10 

~he introdtlct~on cf the flat rate system in Sind was 
at the behest of President Bhutto, who condemned the 
existinq standard and sliding tax rates as "out-moded" 
ana "decadent". He favoured the flat rate system for the 
following reasons: 

It 1s my view that the land revenue and water 
rate should be assessed on a flat rate basis to 
prevent over-taxation, leakage of =evenue, 
corruption and harassment. 'It should be made a 
clear obligation of the Revenue Officers and 
subordinate staff to help rather than harm and 
hamper the peasantry. Simple, commonsense 
revenue ~rocedures should be established, which 
everyone can fully understand and whose 
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With 
introduced 
called it 
to the land 
payment was 

the flat rate system, the qovernment of Sind 
a graduated surcharqe ·on land rev€nue and 
the-"agricultural income tax". It was ~imilar 
revenue surcharqe·in the Punjab. The scale cf 
fiied as follows:L2 

Upto Rs. 450 exempted 
Over Rs. 450 ":o Rs. 1,250 25 percent of larrd reverrue 

50 percent of land revenue 
equal to land revenue 

Over Rs. 1,250 to Rs. 3,500 
Over Rs. 3,500 to Rs. 9,000 
Over Rs. 9,000 150 percent of land revenue 

While the flat rate of land tax may have simplified 
the assessment and ccllection of revenue in Sind, the 
levy became entirely riqid and even less equitable than 
before. For one thinq, the assessment was no longer 
responsive to changes in the prices of crops. Further, 
since the value of PIUs had almost no relation to th~ 
real value of gross produce of land and the rates were 
fixed on the basis of revenue demand of the pre~ious ~ive 
years, the total demand would remain fixed in the 
outdated values. The graduated surcharge was intended to 
make the land tax system somewhat equitable. However, 
since over 80 percent of the assessees did not ~av more 
than Rs. 450 as ·land revenue, collections from the 
surcharge were not substantial. 

The first countrywide change in the land revenue 
system was announced by Prime Minister Bhutto en November 
10, 1975, during the "Peasant Week", which his party 
celebrated with great fanfare. Two basic chanqes were 
made. First, all landholders or landowners with holdings 
of upto 12 acres irrigated (or upto 25 acres unirriqated) 
were exempted from land revenue payment to the state. 
Second, all landholders of holdings over 25.0 acres 
irrigated (or 50.0 acres unirriqated) would hav&to pay 
land revenue at increased rates from ]abi 1975-76 as 
follows: l 3 

Landholgin.9 Size RJJ.n.iah ]ate 11.i.JHl ]Ilg 

upto 12 acres no land revenue no land revenue 
over 12 acres 

to 25 acres existing rate existinq rate 
over 25 acres 

to 50 acres add 50 percent add 150 percent 
over 50 acres add 100 percent add 200 percent 
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These changes in the land revenue system were 
naturally intended to have their desired impact on small 
landholders. They were among the major constituents of 
the PPP and who, a":: least in the Punjab, were starting to 
doubt the peasant-bias of the party and its leader, We 
can see in Tacle 8.1 scme interesting effects of the new 
rates. The exemption affected about 90 percent of the 
landowners in the Punjab, but only 67 percent in sind 
were exempted. In any case, 7.65 million out of 8.68 
million landowners in the Indus basin were to benefit 
from this provision. It should, however, be noted that 
only 52 percent of the total area in the Punjac and 29 
percent in Sind was affected, or 24.6 million.acres out 
of 53,0 million acres in the Indus basin were to be 
excluded from the assessment of land revenue. The fiscal 
im~act of the exem~tion amounted to a loss of Rs. 74.3 
million in the Punjab (or 50 percent of total land 
revenue of the province) and Rs. 12,9 million in Sind (er 
23 percent of total land revenue of the province). Since 
there was additional assessment on landholdings of over 
25 acres, there was a net loss of Rs. 40 million in the 
Punjab and a Bet gain of-Rs.-13-million in Sind~ Thus the 
net loss in the twc provinces amounted to Rs. 26 million, 
which was 13 percent ~f the land revenue collected in 
these prcvinces before the enactment of land revenue 
reforms in early 1976. The relief granted to each small 
landholder was about Rs. 10.43 in ·the Punjab and Rs. 
24.65 in Sind. on the basis of land area, it amounted to 
Rs. 3.55 per acre in the former and Rs. 3.51 per acre in 
the latter province, 

Like the 1972 lanci ~ reforlls .enacted by Bhutto's 
administration, the land revenue reforms of 1976 were 
understandably hailed by everyone. Those who may have had 
reserva~ions, as was the tradition, remained silent. 
Probably the most appropriate description of the changes 
in land revenue was given by the Pakistan Economist: 

By taking this decision the qov~rnment does not 
loose any turbans but wi11 win many more heads 
in the next elections.1• 

While these measures provided some relief to marqinal 
owners, the land tax structure remained basically 
inelastic, although the rates for large holdings were 
enhanced on an ad hoc basis. Agricultural incomes 
remained outside th~net of direct taxes. 

Bhutto and ethers in the PPP decided, probably tv 
the end of 1976, to go for elections in the country. 
There was a widely held view that the leaders of PPP were 
not entirely confident of the continuing support of their 
rural constituents in the Indus basin. With a perfect 
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sense of timing, Bhutto announced the date for qeneral 
elections in the first week of January 1977, and with it 
came two sets of measures for the countryside. The first 
was a reduction in the ceilinq on landownership. Tbe 
second abolished the land revenue system and replaced it 
with the principle of direct taxation on income, 
irrespective of its source. We have already discussed in 
Chapter 5 the land reform measures and their eventual 
fate. Here we are concerned with the land revenue 
reforms. 1 s 

There were three features of the land revenue 
reforms of 1977. First, land c~venue assessment was 
atclished in all provinces. Second, all landholders wi~h 
holdinqs of up to 2~ acres irriqated (or 50 acres 
unirriqated) were exempted from payment of all direct 
taxes. ~hird, all incomes were to be subject to direct 
taxation accordinq to the schedule of income tax used for 
nonaqricultural incomes. These measures were to come into 
force from ]s~i 1976-77. To determine the aqricultural 
income, a special schedule was added to the Financ~ 
(Supplementary) Act of 1977 (Act I of 1977). A person 
could deduct from his qross agricultural income all 
reasonable expenses on cultivation, which included ren~al 
payments, cost, of inptts used, depreciation allowances, 
capital cost of machinery, cost of animals, water 
charqes, etc. The net income was tnen~to be taxed on the 
basis of Rates of Income Tax in the attached schedule.16 
The income tax provisions of the Finance Act of 1977 were 
to take effect from July 1977 for the fiscal 1977-78. 

The abolition of land revenue and its ~eplacement by 
tax on personal incoie in aqriculture, with a basic 
exemption for all landowners with holdings up to 25 
acres, was welcome particularly in the urban areas. 
Bhutto leqitimized the introduction of his measures,usinq 
the usual hyperbole to create an exaqgerated sense of 
accomplishment: 

This measure is final proof that there is no 
questicn of your government qivinq preferential 
treatment to any vocation over another. We have. 
no favorites. We see no reason why a ~~~in~.!!!: 
should not contribute to public exchequer in the 
same way as a rich trader or an industrialist.'' 

While the prcvincial Land Fevenue Amendment Acts, which 
followed the Finance Act of 1977, repealed the land tax, 
no details were released to the public on the method of 
administration proposed to collect taxes on aqricultural 
ir.come. Also, there was no estimate of the fiscal impact 
of the new system in the country. That the federal 
government made a quick amendment to the Finance Act of 
1977, which would allow estimation of tax on presumed 
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income on the basis of PIUs, reflected ~he high degree of 
confusion which apparently existed inside the corridors 
of power. The Central Board of Revenue estimated that the 
total receipts of the government from this tax would be 
about Rs. 209 million.is 

The events following the March 1977 elections made 
the land revenue ref~rms of PPP academic, because the 
military, after the couE ..Q.!.§!at in July, repealed the 
Finance Act of 1977. !his followed a period of inaction 
during which the land revenue system remained in limbo 
and no taxes (land or income) were collected in the 
country since S~bi 1976-77. The new military government 
revived the pre-1977 land revenue system in each 
~rovince, but it made two·changes in the tax rates and 
structure.19 First, it exempted from payment of land 
revenue all landholders with holdings upto 25 acres 
irrigated (or 50 acres unirrigated). Second, it enhanced 
the rate of land revenue on larger. holdings as fcllows:20 

Landholding 1!.izg Punjg,b Ra!;_g 1!.!.!!£ ]ate 

up to 25 acres no land revenue no land revenue 
over 25 to 50 acres add. 2 00 percent add 300 percent 
over 'SO acres. add 300 percent, add' 400 percent 

These additions were to apply to the basic rates which 
existed before the land revenue reforms of January 197€, 
and the new rates would be used to assess land revenue 
from iabi 1976-77. The land revenue for 1976-77 (jatj, 
1976-77 to KhariJ 1977) was collected on the basis of the 
new rates during the summer of 1978. 

The impact of the s9 h2£ increases in the basic 
rates on revenue demand can be seen in Table 8.1. The 
exemption for landholdings of upto 25 acres affected 97 
percent of the landowners in the Punjab and, 85 percent in 
Sind. The loss cf revenue due to these exemptions was 
more than offset by the shift in the burden of land tax 
on large landowners in lath provinces. In fact, there was 
a net ..9.sin of Rs. 11 million in the Punjab (which was 
about 8 percent increase over the 1975 collections) and 
Rs. 59.6 million in Sind (which was abou~ 108 percent 
increase over the 1975 collections). 

The new burden of land tax on large landowners 
brought expected appeals from the representatives of 
landlords from Sind.21 The Chief Martial Law 
Administrator appointed a committee in spring of 1978 to 
examine the state of land revenue administration and the 
structure of land taxes in the country. This was done 
partly to legitimize the gg 12£ increase in the land 
revenue rates already imposed by the military government 
and partly to defuse the problem of the seemingly higher 
burden of land taxes in Sind. The committee comprised of 
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senior civil servants, and it invited three or four 
Ietired revenue and agricultural officers for '"expert" 
advice. The committee's report was ·completed in July 
1978. but it has not been made publlc to this nay.22 · 

The committee, after briefly noting the salient 
features of the land revenue system, recommended that it 
shculd be retained with only marginal changes, Its major 
conclusions on land revenue assessments are as follows:23 

1. The present incidence of land revenue is well within 
the taxpaying capacity of the agriculturists. While 
the burden of land tax in Sind may be unreasonably 
higher than in other provinces, relief may be 
granted in cases of individual hardships. 

2. There is no tax ~dvantage to the government by 
shifting to an agricultural income tax, according to 
a study carried out for the committee by the Central 
Board of Revenue. 

3. The system of land revenue should conti~ue for the 
present, ~hough specific measures should be adopted 
to rationalize its incidence and improve its 
responsiveness tc the rapidly changing levels of 
agricultural income. 

4. The expanded limit for exemption to 25 acres was 
considered both unnecessary and inappropriately 
large, 

After these conclusions, the com mi tt·ee recommended 
that (a) the ad h.Q£ increase in the rates may be allowed 
to remain, pending fresh assessments in all provinces, 
(b) a complete revision should be done of the cadastre, 
Iecords of rights, etc. for new settlements, and (c) the 
exemption limit should• be lowered to holdings of 12 acres 
irrigated (or 25 acres unirriqated) .2• 

Many of the implied or stated assumptions made ty 
the committee have serious problems in their logic and 
content. Let us look at some of them closely. On what 
basis does the committee reach the conclusion that the 
present incidence of land revenue is well within the 
taxpaying capacity of the agriculturist? The fact is that 
in Pakistan land 1axes have remained almost completely 
fixed while agricultural output and p,rices hav~ increased 
guite significantly, especially since the mid~sixties. 
Futther, there is substantial ev,idence that the present 
land tax system is not only inequitable by income group 
but also between region·s, While .the commi.ttee ad1nits that 
the incidence of tax in Sind may be unreasonably higher 
than in other provinces, ,it es;timates thaJ: the ratio -;ef 
land revenue to net annual income is 10 percent in t~e 
Punjab and 12 percent in Sind. No evidence has been 
provided about the estimated net income in ~he two 
prcvinces. The relevant concept here should be the net 
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TABLE 8.1 
Land Revenue Demand in the Punjab and Sind, 1974-1977 

1974-75 (Before 1976) 
Number of Area for 
Land Land Land Land Holding Size Revenue Reveµue Revenue Revenue 
Payers ('OOO' and Gess ( 'OOO') acres) 

(million of Rupees) 

Punjab 
All Sizes 7,904 MJ,276 76.3 148.8 

(100) ,.(J.OOr (100) (100) 
Up to 12 acres 7,124 20,958 38.1 74.3 

(90) (52) (50) (50) 
>12 to 25 acres 514 8,119 ~ 

15.2 29.6 
(6.5) (20) 1 (20) (20) 

>25 to 50 acres 289 5,610 9.9 19.3 
(2.6) (13.9) (13) (13) 

Over 50 acres 57 5,588 13.1 25.5 
(1) (13.9l. (17.2) (17.2) 

Sind 
All Sizes 781 12,703 36.4 55.3 

(100) (100) (100) (100) 
Up to 12 acres 523 3,673 8.5 12.9 

(67) (29) (23) (23) 
>12 to 25 acres 140 2,449 7.2 11.0 

(18) (19) ·(20) (20) 
>25 to 50 acres 71 2,378 7.1 10.8 

(9) (19) (20) (20) 
Over 50 acres 47 4,204 13.5 20.6 

(6) (33) (37) (37) 

annual a~ricultural ~ncome. Using the concept of net 
income from ,all source.~ means inclusion of a large share 
of the nonaqricultural income in Sind, where the ratio cf 
nonagricultutal to agricultural income is much higher 
than i~ the Punjab. We tan get a better idea of the 
difference in the incidence of land taxes between the 
Punjab and Sind in Tatle 8.2. Even before the increased 
rates of ·1978, t.he average ,pa vment by a landowner was Rs. 
71 in Sind and Rs. 19 in the Punjab. More importantly, 
the discrepancy in the smallest ~ize of landholdinqs was 
the largest. The changes of 1978 have made the differ
ences even more significant ~etween the two provinces: 
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TABLE 8.1 (cont'd) 

1975-76 (After 1976) 1976-77 (After 1978) 

Holding Size Land Land Land Land 
Revenue Revenue Revenue , Re'1enue 

and Cess and Cess 

(million qf Rupees) (million of Rupees) 

Punjab 
All Sizes 56.2 109.6 82.0 159. 9. 

(100) (100) (100) (100) 
Up to 12 acres 

>12 to 25 acres 15.2 29.6 
(27) (27) 

>25 to 50 acres 14.8 28.9 29.6 57.7 
(26.3) (26.3) (36 .1) (36 .1) 

Over 50 acres 26.2 51.1 52.4 102.2 
(46. 6) (46.6) (63.9) (63.9) 

Sind 
All Sizes 44.9 68.5 75.4 114.9 

(100) (100) (100) (100) 
Up to 12 acres 

>12 to 25 acres 7.2 11.0 
(16) (16) 

>25 to 50 acres 10.7 16.3 21.4 32.5 
(24') (24) (28) (28) 

Over 50 acres 27.1 41.2 54.2 82.4 
(60) (60) (72) (72) 

Source: (1) Government of Punjab, Board of Revenue. 1978. 
~overnment of Sind. Board of Revenue. 1978. 

1and Revenue Pa.rJlilnt 1:.Il .Llls! Pu.njab ~ing 
1 • Per land revenue payer Rs. 602 Fs. 977 
2. Per acre of land owned Rs. 14 Rs. 18 
3. Per cultivated acre Rs. 6 Rs. 9 
4. Per cropped acre Rs. 5 Rs. 13 
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TABLE 8.2 
Rate of Land Revenue in the Punjab and Sind, 1974-75 

Holding Size 

All Sizes 
Up to 12 acres 
>12 to 25 acres 
>25 to 50 acres 
Over 50 acres 

Land Revenue and 
Gess per 

Land Revenue Payer 
(in Rupees) 

Punjab Sind 

18,83 70,81 
10.43 24.20 
57 .'59 78.57 
92.34 152.11 

449.12 438,30 
' 

Land Revenue and 
Gess per Acre 

(in Rupees) 

Punjab Sind 

3.69 4.35 
3,54 3.51 
3.65 4.49 
3.44 4.54 
4.58 4.90 

Source: See Table 8,1, These figures are based on land revenue 
demand for the yea~ 1974-75 (~ 1974-75 and Kharif 1975). 

The committee dismisses the case for aqricultural 
income tax on the basis of a study conduc~ed by the 
Central Board of Revenue, which concluded that the tax 
revenue of the qovernment would not be substantially 
larqer than what it now gets. The committee does net 
include in its re~ort the appendix in which the study in 
reference is 'given. It is interesting that of .all the 
arguments against introducinq a tax on aqricultural 
income the committee1 cites only the small amount o~ 
rever,ue which th~ suqgested tax system may generate for 
the economy. It conveniently ignores the well known 
arquments for it. 

The committee favours continuaticn of the land 
revenue svste1, with possible improvements in time. It 
does not, however, care to discuss what these 
im~rovements tiqht be. How can the land revenue be made 

. more responsive to rapid changes in aqricultural incomes? 
Why should the exem~tion be given to any landow~er, 
whether his holdinq is of 12 or 25 ~res? What should be 
done to the~£ hoc increase in the tax rates introduced 
by the military qovernment? "How ca'n they be rationalized? 
These questions r~main unan~wered. 

A major part of the committee's re~ort is devoted to 
the problems of revenue administration in the country. 
Amonq its major recommendations are (a) increased field 
staff, (b) improved traininq, and (c) improved reward 
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structure for the personnel. These recommendations are of 
course premised on the assumption ±hat the land revenue 
system remains intact, and the major coLcern should te 
with the administrative structure. I shall turn to this 
~rcblem later in the chapter.2s 

It seems appropriate a~ this.stage that we explain 
briefly the leqacy of opposition to the idea of taxing 
atjricultural income in what was once a part of the 
British Empire in India.26 The British were a~bivaient 
about the tax on income in aqriculture for several 
reasons. Fer one thing, a tax on the incomes of those who 
they had themselves either created or.~u~ported in the 
countryside c,culd have jeoperdized their power in India. 
The landed interests were the bulwark of British 
administratipn. ~fter the establishment of direct....=ule in 
1858, there was a brief period (1860~188~) in which an 
income tax system based on the experience in Britain was 
tried in India, including its agricultural,~ sector, 
However, this experiment was abandoned in 1886. With the 
passage of the Income Tax Act of 1886r aqriculture·~as to 
have only the land tax system. The reasons qiven for 
abandonment of the principle of taxaticn on aqricultural 
income incJuded (a) backwardness and illiteracy of 
landowners, (b) inefficient administrative structure, anA 
(c) economic infeasibility. In any case, incomes in 

aqriculture were not taxed from 1886 to 1935, althouqh a 
national committee on taxation in 1926 arqued stronqly 
for tax on all incomes in British India. 2 7 With the 
passage of the India Act of 1935, which qranted new 
powers to provinces, the power of taxation in aqriculture 
was transferred to them. 

As was stated earlie~, after the creation pf 
Pakistan, a qraduated surcharge on land revenue was 
introduced in the Punjab in 1948. It was similar in 
structure to the surcharge recommended by the. Punjab Land 
Revenue Committee in 1938. The Pakistan Taxation 
Ccmmittee of 1959 and the Taxation and Tariffs commissicn 
of 1967 stronqly· recommended that the federal governm.ent 
introduced tax on agricuLtural incomes.in much.tpe same 
way as it taxed nonagricultural incomes. These 
recommendations were not. accepted. The province of,Sind, 
following the introduction of a flat rate system of l~nd 
tax in 1972, i~posed a graduated surcharge on land 
revenue in· exactly the same way as existfad ir. the P,un,jab. 
The notion of tax on agricultural income was enacteo.. by 
the PPP, which abolished the land revenue system and 
replaced it by a uniform and universal income tax?in the 
ccuntry in early 1977.. ·However, with the overthrow of t'he 
PFF qovernment in July of the same year; the military 
government revived the land revenue system and xepealed 
the Finance Act of 1977. 
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As matters now stand in Pakistan, the principle cf 
tax on agricultural income remains rejected. The land tax 
system, mainly inflexible and based on the outdated 
valuation of net assets (or net income) of landlords, 
remains the only direct source of transferrinq part of 
the aqricultural surplus f=om landowners to the society. 

EVALUATICN OF DIRECT AGRICULTURAL !AXATION 

In an economy in which all production, and 
especially agricultural production, must be expanded 
ra~idly, the role of di~ect taxes for capital formation 
cannot be overemphasized. Occasionally by desiqn and 
often by default, governments have allowed transfer cf 
aqricultural surplus to other sectors without at the same 
time· returning t~ agriculture th~ benefit of investible 
resources for its own development. Further, mainly by 
desiqn and sometimes by,default; public policies in the 
aqricultural sector help only certain qroups to 
appropri~te the benefits· of 4rowtn without usinq the 
fiscal instruments to redi~tribute these gains. 

In countries like Pakistan, these benefits have 
accrued to only some gro~p~ btcause o~theit monopoly on 
land and their favourable positio~ in the marketplace. 
These' benefits do not nec~ssarily reflect risk-takinq er 
enterprise. Eve~ if ih~t resulted frbm private 
risk-takinq and investment, mobilization of aqricultural 
so~plus abd redistribution bf income remain the most 
neqlected areas bf public,pblicy. For this there are many 
reasons •• For one thing, taxes in any form, and direct 
taxes in particular, ,are unpopular. The most ancient form 
of tax· is ~erhapr the ladd.tax. In Pakistan, it is the 
cnly dir~ct tax on aqriculture. However, there are 
severai ihdifect (and some hidden) taxes by which tbe 
aqrrcultural surplus is transferred to the other sectors. 
The d~p~nd~nce on indirect, and the so-called bidder, 
taxes. on agriculture in Pakistan reflects the extent to 
which qOvernments have teen unwilling or unable tc impose 
direct ~axes in the aqricultural sector. The political 
and administrative advantages of opting for indirect and 
hidden· ~arms. of taxation have obviously far exceeded 
th~ir disadvantages in terms of economic efficiency and 
equity ~ithin a~riculture and between this sector and 
others. 

The rigi6 tax structure·of the land revenue system 
in Pakistan, and th~tefore the larqely unchanqinq amount 
of the revenue collected, is clearly reflected in its 
relative share oi total provincial taxes and revenues. In 
Tatle 8.3, the share of direct agricultural tax (land 
revenue, cesses and surcharqe on land revenue) in total 
provincial taxes fell from 41 percent in 1964-65 to 14 
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percent in 1978-79. Likewise, its share in total 
provincial revenues declined from 15 to 8 percent in the 
same period. There has been a more dramatic fall in the 
share of these taxes in aqricultural income of the 
country, from 1.5 to 0.4 percent. Tnese significant 
reductions in the share of direct agricultural taxes are 
despite the increased land revenue rates of 1978. 

Another serious a~pect of the land revenue system 
has been that, at least until 1977, the revenue collected 
per unit of land differed very little between 
landholdinqs of various sizes: the rate did not vary with 
one's inccme or size of holding. The so-called 
aqricultural income tax brouqht between Rs. 3 to Rs. 4 
million. There were two reasons for the low and stable 
level of the surcharge collected in the provinces. First, 
the income tax was really a surcharqe on land revenu~ and 
it exem~ted everyone who paid land revenue of less th~n 
Rs. 450 in Sind and Rs. 250 in the Punjab. since there 
are not too many land revenue payers who pay more,than 
Rs. 500, the total surcharqe has remained largely 
insiginficant. Second, since the surcharqe is 
proportional to the land revenue collected, and lan~ 
revenue collections have remained by and,larqe stable, 
the amount of surcharge has also remained almost 
invariable. 

One safe conclusion is that the tax base in 
aqriculture has shrunk quite dramatically, 
notwithstanding the sg hQ~ increases in land revenue 
rates in recent years. While aqricultural incomes have 
risen, the bu!'."den of direct taxati9n has fal,lel} 
considerably. Even if there has been some tendency toward 
a compensating increase in indirect (and hidden) taxes on 
aqriculture, it cannot be regarded as a healthy fiscal 
response to changes in agricultural production. The 
decline in the tax burden on agriculture is partly 
crqanic to the land tax system in which the valuation of 
net income has not been revised for over a generation in 
many areas. The revenue demand assessed is no lonqer 
one-quarter of the ~eal net assets a-t current leve.l cf 
ou+.put and prices,2s Agricultural output, at least since 
the mid-sixties, has .expa!\_ded as ,pave the price~. of mo.st 
agricultural commcdities been risi~g. Th~ combination of 
output and price increases, unprecedented in raki.,star., 
has resulted in substantial new incomes. The land tax 
system has, however, not responded to t-hese chanqes. 

With rigidity built into the land reyenue syst~m. it 
has also been unresponsive to chanqes in individual 
incomes in agriculture. It treats all landholders 
equally, and the surcharge on land revenue likewise is 
net income elastic. In the absence of proqressive direct 
tax on aqricultural incomes, investible resources remain 
in the hands of those whose incomes have increased 
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TABLE 8.3 
Relationship of Direct Agricultural Taxes to Income, Taxes and 
Revenues, Selected Years 

Year 

1960-61 
1964-65 
1965-66 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
Average 
1969-70 
1970-;.7"1 
1971-72 
1972-73 
1973-74 
Average 
1974-75' 
1975-76 
1976-77 
1977-18 
1978-79 
Average ' 

Agricul
tural 
Income 

Land 
Rev~nue 

Agricul
tural 
Income 
Tax 

Direct 
Agricul
tural 
Taxes 

( ••••••••••••• in million Rupees •••••••••••••• ) 

8,1.84 132 3 135 
10,438 151 3 154 
10,572 161 4 165 
12,460 151 3 154 
13,994 164" 5 169 
14;038 167 5 172 

15,964 156 6 172 
16,236 !34 4 138 
17,934 T51. 4 155 
21,907 159 5 164 
28,084 142 5 147 

3~,533 ·1s9 5 194 
38,338 197 3 200 
43,686 136' 4 140 
4~;370 179' 5 184 
,56, 370 205 5 210 

because of their monopoly on land and the subsidies which 
the sta~e has pro~ided to them in the name of incentives 
for intreased p~oduction, It is not altdqether certain 
that the recipients- ·of new· incomes, among ":he large 
landowners, are necessarily the most efficient users cf 
society's resources. Thus the present tax structure 
maintains horizon t:'al ine'qui-ty within agriculture as it 
also subsidizes inef~ic1ency. · 
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TABLE 8,3 (cont"d) 

Total Total Ratio of Direct Agricultural 

Provin- Provin- Taxes to 

cial cial Year a 
Taxes Revenue 

Agr=i:,cul- Provin-

(in million Rupees) tural Total cial 
income Taxes Revenue 

1960-61 1.65 1-
1964-65 374 1,053 1.48 41.2 
1965-66 416 982 1.56 39.7 
1966-67 423 980 '1.25 36,4 
1967-68 451 1,164 1.21 37.4 
1968-69 520 1,270 1.23 33,l 
Average 37,3 
1969-70 538 1,325 1.08 32.0 
1979-71 536 980 0.85 25.7 
1971-72 629 1,167 0.86 24.6 
1972-73 638 1,252 0,75 25.7 
1973-74 723 1,584 0.52 20.3 
Average 25.3 
1974-75 1,163 2,024 0.58 16.7 
1975-76 1,365 2,467 0.52 14.7 
1976-77 1,308 2,496 0.32 10.7 
1977-78 1,446 2,686 o.37 14.1 
1978-79 1,491 2,797 0.37 14.1 
Average 14.0 

Source: (1) Government of Pakistan. Planning Commission. 
Approach Paper for the Fifth Five-Year Plan, 1974, June 1975. 
Mimeographed. (2) Government of Pakistan. Finance Division, 
Pakistan Economic Survey 1978-79, June 1979. 

14.6 
16,8 
15.7 
14.5 
13.5 
15,0 
13.-0 
14.1 
13 ,,3, 
13,1 

9.3 
12.3 

9.6 
8.1 
5,6 
7.6 
7.5 
z.6 

~rovincial revenue receipts exclude the federal government grant
in-aid. 

AN ALTERNATIVE AG·RICULTURAL TAX SYSTEM FOR PAKISTAN 

The land revenue system of Pakistan is a traqic 
anachronism, maintained by the tenacity of the landed 
interests and supported by the existinq revenue 
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administration. The interest of landlords in maintaininq 
a larqely regressive tax structure, in which their landed 
estates and incomes en;oy special treatment, needs no 
demonstration. Their interests have been expressed with 
force in almost all official committees and they have so 
far been quarded by governments. The civil service 
associated with the administration· of land revenue, 
almost without exception, has on every occasion supported 
the pos1~1on of the landed interests. The revenue 
officials have helped these interests by pleadinq that 
the aqricultural sectcr deserves special treatment on 
taxation. ~hey appear to be pleading for all interest 
qroups in agriculture as if the present structure of 
taxation is equitable and efficient. In reality, they are 
successfully defending the wealth and income positions of 
a minority of landowners and farmers, who are not 
necessarily socially efficient. It is important then to 
differentiate the class interes~s within the aqricultural 
sector, so that we can properly assess the incidence of 
direct taxation on agriculture. 

The discussion on a direct tax system in aqriculture 
is made difficult by the variety of ways in which the 
ro1e of taxation can be defined in an underdeveloped 
country. Further, since there already exis~s a tax 
structure, with institutions ~o support it, a ~roposed 
system cannot often skart from scratch. The literature on 
direct aqricultural taxes reflects these problems. 2 ~ In 
Pakistan, the most radical suqgestiont incorporated in 
the aborted Finance Act of 1977, was that the land 
revenue system should te abolished and replaced by a tax 
on agricultural income in much the same way as other 
incomes are subject to taxation. The in~~ land tax was 
thus being replaced by the in ~g.£.§.Qllam tax on income. The 
income tax system, thouqh elastic and proqressive in 
theory, would have required an administrative structure 
which i~ today's Pakistan cannot be met without an 
elaborate system of checks and balances in the 
countryside. The determination of personal taxable 
income, given the variety of allowances on expenses and 
without the independent means to verify them, could have 
beco,e a nightmare for even the most efficient and honest 
administration. What kind of administrative structure 
could have minimized the potential for tax evasion? Would 
the cost of collecting the tax revenue have exceeded 
receipts? Far from being resolved, these guestions have 
not even been discussed. The proponents of the income tax 
system for aqriculture would naturally say that it was 
not tried. 

There has also been the suqqestion that an "ideal 
land tax" should J:;e ,impbsed. 3 o A graduated (and 
proqressive) land tax.iwapplied to the 11avetaqe value cf 
land", based. on its rental value, or to "potential 
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income" from land. The tax rate is progres~ive in that it 
increases with the size of lananolding, with the basic 
exemption for landholdings of upto 12 acres irrigated or 
25 acres unirtigated. 

Another proposal has been to intrcduce two kinds cf 
direct taxes in agriculture.3t The first should be a land 
tax, as a flat rate in proportion to the value of land. 
It should be imposed or. landowners of all sizes of 
holdings and irrespective of soil and irrigation 
conditions. It is then simply a tax in proportion to land 
area. The second tax should be on the marketed ~roduce. 
The idea here is again that the tax rate should he 
proportional, as the tax paid would ch~nge with the 
amcunt of produce brought to the market. 

In our judgement, the discussion on ~ossible 
alternatives to the present land revenue system, which 
now has very few if any redeeming features as an 
a~~ropriate direct tax on agriculture, should be guided 
by at least following considerations. The tax system 
shculd be: 

1. a rational 
mobilize investible 
and equitably; 

2. responsive 
income; 

fiscal instrument for the state to 
surplus from agriculture efficiently 

to changes in prices, output and 

3. able to 
agriculture, i.e. 
ability to pay; 

maintain·some measure of eguity within 
it is imposed on the criterion of 

q. administered without imposing unbearable economic 
and political costs. 

Direct taxes in agriculture should take twc forms. 
First, there should be a tax on land itself as propettv, 
Second, there should be a tax on income derived ftom this 
prcpertv. Like a tax en property, the land tax should he 
on the assessed value of land, preferably expressed as a 
proporticn of that value, The purpose of land fax is not 
only to impose a claim against property, but to provide a 
stable fiscal base which can be altered according +.o the 
economic requirements of the country. The central concept 
in the value of. land should be the Gross Value Product 
per Acre (GVPA), which is simply an index of pxoduction 
value of land, The rate of land tax should,be 2 to 3 
pe~cent of GVPA, assessed after every five years for each 
1s} in Sind and hagbaa! number in the Puniab, The 
advantage of using the concept of gross and not the net 
value of land is that it does not discriminate aqainst 
the more efficien~ users of land, since it is not related 
to the cost of cultivation. 

The procedure for determining the GVPA in a village 
should be as follows: 
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1. Estimate in each village the average of gross 
value of agricultural output during a five-year period. 

2. This average value must be determined separately 
for each major soil type and mcde of irrigation in the 
village. 

3. The determintion of gross value should be based 
on the five-year estimated output of each crop, by soil 
and irrigaticr. type, area of crop, and the price which 
prevailed during the postharvest periods in the five 
years. 

4. The gross value product per acre thus estimated, 
by soil type and mode of irrigation, within a village 
should be used as basis for determining the tax liability 
of each landowner in the village. 

5. The value of gross product per acre mus~ he 
determined foI only five years, ar.d during this period 
the average cf last five years should provide the basis 
of taxation, 

The land tax, say 2 to 3 percent of GVPA, in a 
village will give a uniform and stable yield durinq a 
relatively shcrt period, after which the GVPA is revised 
to reflect change in the production value of land by soil 
and irrigation type. The proposed system would net 
require any more record keeping than what is being 
already done in some fashion by revenue officers in a 
village. There is no ordained law about the exact 
proportion of GVPA to be charged as land tax. This 
prcpcrtion can change, depending on the fis~al need~ of 
the state and the economic conditions in the agricultural 
sector. The rate of 2 to 3 percent of GVPA is much lower 
than the lowest recorded rate charged against the value 
of gross product before the British introduced the 
concept of net income. I have estimated that the gross 
value of output of five maior crops (wheat, rice, cotton, 
sugarcane and maize) in 1977-78 was Rs. 19.6 billion. The 
land tax on this income would be about Rs. 392 million 
(at 2 percent of GVPA) to Rs. 588 mil~ion (at 3 percent 
of GVPA) .32 The important point here is that the land tax 
will generate a uniform and stable revenue yield over a 
reasonable period of time. 

The se~ond form of direct tax should be on the 
personal inccme from land. Ideally, the relevant concept 
of taxable income should be the regl personal i'ncome, as 
indeed i\ is used in nonaqricultural sectors. The 
determination of personal income for aqricult~ral 
taxation creates several problems, which can b~ overcone 
as experience accumulates ~nd the economy develops. The 
transitional approach should be based on the next best 
concept cf inccme: pr~su~ed personai income. The presumed 
income for tax in a year can be defined as ~he gross 
value of production minus the cost of production. There 
are several ways in which the gross value of producticn 
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and its cost for a landholder or income receiver can be 
estimated. The gross value of production should be based 
on the actual annual output reported by the income 
receiver, and confirmed independently by the .J:eVenue 
officer ty either direct observation or crop~cuttinq 
experiments in the· vi,llage. The annual output of crops 
thus. reported and confi,rmed, can th!;!n be multiplied by tbe 
average price of each crop· in the ,village or in the 
proximate markets during the pqstharvest period. This 
estimatict of ±he gross value of output can be done fer 
each crop separately. 

The next problem is to estimate the cost cf 
cultivation or expense~ incurred .i."n' producing the gross 
output. Here the actual data' for each ~ncome receiver 
would present ~imost insurmountable problems. We, 
therefore, suggest /that a concepj: of presumed expenses 
should be ~sed to estimate the-taxable income. Several 
farm manaqement studies in Pakistan, as?also in India, 
support the assumption that the cost of ~ultivation per 
acre varies tetween 30 to 40 percent cf the gross value 
of output per acr'e. we are here assuminq t·hat ·the cost· cf 
cultivation -, fer the income receiver does> not exceed 45 
percent of the gross value of 'Crop output per acre. Since 
i~come receivers in agriculture can t~ke any one of the 
fpllowing three forms, we can- estimate. the •Presumed 
Taxable Income (PTI) of each. category as follows:· 

1 • PTI of owner-cultivator = (GVP - 0.45 GVP) 

2. PTI of landlord (leasing out) = (GVP - tenant's· 
share) - (0. 10 GVP) 

3. PTI of leaseholder (leasing in), = (GVP - landowner's, 
share) - (.0.·10 GVP) 

The tax liability of an income receiver for his 
ORerational holding can then be determined in a fiscal 
year by the following formula:33 

PTI 1 
Agricultural Income rax (AIT) = PTI (----- x ---) 

.. 2,200 100 

If the PTI in a year is estimated to be less than R&~ 
1C,OOP, there should be no ,income tax liability .• This 
tasic exemption is equivalent to the current personal 
income exemption allowed by the federal government on all 
nonagricultural incomes. further, this €Xempticn ~ould 
mean, qiven the current value of gross product per acre, 
that a person cultivating less than 35 acres or cropped 
area would not normally pay any income tax. A larqe 
proportion of landowners and culkivators are thus likely 
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to be exem~ted from tax on their agricultural income. Cf 
course, the basic personal exemption of Rs. 10,000 should 
be revised as and when such revision takes place in the 
nonagricultural sectors. 

The proposed AIT ~ormula provides a progressive base 
for income tax: the marginal rate of taxation increases 
with presumed income. For example, we get the fellowing 
rates of taxation on different levels of income: 

Rate of AIT 
PTJ .li!~ll.!l 

Rs. 10,000 4,5 
Rs. 12,000 s.s 
Rs. 15,000 6.8 
Rs. 30,000 l3. 6 
Rs. 45,000 20.s 
Es. 70, 00"0 ) ,31. 8 
Rs. lOO ,000 ' 45.4 

The maximum tax rate should not exceed 45.4 percent, or 
that this rate of ~a,cation should be applied to all 
levels of presumed inoome a.bove Rs".100, 000..,'r The marqinal 
rates of taxation suggestE!d in• this ~-0rmula are 
equivalent t~ the rates which are at present used for 
nonagricultural incomes. Like the basic ~xemption, these 
rates could te revised as conditions permit, or when ~he 
rates fer nonagricultural incomes ~re chanqed. The 
proposed tax formula would maintain horizontal and 
vertical egui ty. 

we have suggested two forms of direct taxes in 
aqriculture. Land tax has been proposed as a tax on 
prcperty, and it should provide a somewhat stable base 
for revenue for the staie~ In our proposal, the land tax 
has been made quite flexible in that the estimation cf 
gi:oss value of prod-0ction would be revised after a 
reasona~lv short ~eriod to reflect the changing 
conditions of output ana prices. The tax on presumed 
income in agriculture would be a strong fiscal tool to 
coµnter expansionary and contractionary conditions in the 
agricultural sectcr. Also, i€ will ~e an instrument for 
mobilizing in~estible resources in an equitable fashion. 
We suggest that all forms of cesses and funds being 
charged now· should be removed with the present land 
revenue system. ie also sugqes~ tha~ the government 
should reduce wits reliance on indirect and hidden taxes 
on agriculture, It should instead use direct taxes as a 
major source of maintaining efficiency and eguity in the 
economy. 

While we foresee serious, 
political accep±ability of direct 
problems of administration mav, 

enough problems in the 
taxes we have proposed, 

be even more Eevere 
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without some tasic changes in the revenue administration 
of the ccuntry. The land revenue administration of 
Pakistan, like its general administrative structure, is a 
leqacy of the British rule in India. What is even more 
im~ortant is that, while chanqes have been made in the 
general administrition of th~ country, the land revenue 
administration has remained almost completely unchanqed 
since the creation of Pakistan. We are not suqgestinq 
here that changes in the general admfnistrative structure 
have necessarily improved the performance of public 
service. The land revenue administration is entirely 
within the provincial jurisdiction, although it is a part 
of the qeneral administration from the provincial 
headquarters to the villaqe. A schematic presentation of 
land revenue administration in the Punjab and Sind is 
qiven in Chart 8.1. 

~t may be interesting here tc lock at the cost cf 
revenue administration in relatior. to the revenue 
collected in the Punjat and Sind provinces. The relevant 
data are given in Table 8.4. While the number of land 
revenue payers and their area are significantly larqer in 
the Punjab than in sind, there are more villaqes in the 
latter province (33,600 versus 24,541). The average 
villaqe in the Punjab has 322 land revenue payers, but 
their number in Sind is only 23 per vil1aqe. The number 
of revenue officers (patwaris.Lj;~,E.gggrs) differs greatly 
between the two provinces. A ~gtwa~i in the Punjab looks 
after about 1,457 land revenue payers, but a !apeda~ in 
Sind deals with 650. It should be noted that in 1978 a 
_p,g~~ari collected Rs. 29,493 in the Puniab and a tapgg_a! 
in Sind collected Rs. 82,378. , 

We have made some estimates cf the cost cf 
collectinq land revenue in the Indus basin. If we assume 
that the only costs are wages and salaries of the field 
staff, from the Assistant Commissioner to the 
_p,gtwari/taped_a!, and use the average salary for each 
category of revenue official as given by the committe~ on 
Revenue Administration in 1978, the total cost would te 
Rs. 51.53 million in the Punjab and Rs. 14.14 million 
Sind. Thus the waqe cost ·alon~ is about 32 percent of the 
land revenue collected in the Punjab and 12 percent in 
Sind. Now if we add about 40 percent of ~he cost of waqes 
and salaries as expenses on support staff at each level 
in the form of office equipment, transportation and 
housinq, then the cost of collecting land revenue would 
be Rs. 72 million in the Punjab and Rs. 20 million in 
Sind. Thus ~he total cost maJ be 45 percent of the land 
revenue in the Punjab and 17 percent in Sind. Our 
assumptions ir.clude only the nominal costs, which as is 
well known are substantially lower than the real costs. 

The _p,gtwa£i in the Punjab or tapedg~ in Sind is the 
"linch-pin" of revenue administration in the village. The 
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CHART 8.1 
Structure of Land Revenue Administration in the Punjab and Sind 
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TABLE 8.4 
Relationship of Land Revenue to Administrative Structure in the Punjab and Sind 

Land Revenue and 
Administration 

1. Number of Villages ••.••...•..•..••.••• ·~· ..•.•••• 
2. Number of Land Revenue Payers••••••••••••••••••• 
3. Area of Land Revenue Payers (acres) •••••••••••••• 
4. Number of Patwaris or Tapedars •••••••••••••••••• 
5. Number of Kanungos or Supervisory Tapedars •••••• 
6. Demand of Land Revenue and Cessa •••••••••••••••• 
7. Land Revenue Payers per Village••••••••••••••••• 
8. Number of Villages per Patwari or Tapedar ••••••• 
9. Land Revenue Pay~rs per Patwari or Tapedar •••••• 

10. Area per Patwari or Tapedar (acres) •••••••••••••• 
11. Number of Patwaris or Taeedars per Kanungo or 

Supervisory Tapedar •••••••••••••••• .".: •••••••••• 
12. Land Reven~e Demand per Patwari or Tapedar •••••• 

Punjab 

24,541 
7,904,000. 
40,726,000 

5,425 
491 

Rs. 159.9 mill. 
322 
4.5 

1,457 
7,507 

11 
Rs. 29,493 

Sind 

33,600 
781,000 

12,703,000 
1,396 

213 
Rs. 114.9 mill. 

23 
24 

560 
9,100 

6.6 
Rs. 82,378 

Source: Government of Pakistan. Report of the Committee on Revitalization of Revenue Ad~inistration. 
July 1978. Mimeographed. 

aThe data on revenue demand are for 1974-75. 

N 
CD .... 
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oriqinal function of this officer was to assess and 
collect the revenue demand on behalf of the state. Many 
new functions have been added, especially after 1947. 
These functions now include (a) maintenance of 
landownership records, (b) maintenance of records on the 
landlord-tenant arrangements, (c) estimation of crop 
output and provision of this information for national 
crop forecasts, · (d) preparation of the electoral rolls 
and delimitation of constituencies, (e) supervision cf 
records and status of the state lands, (f) reportinq on 
the law and order situation, and (g) collection of 
information during censuses. The £gtwari or !s.fillQgf is, 
in other words, a public official who is souqht by almost 
everyone in the village. His position is not enviable 
thouqh, as his integrity is almost always questioned. He 
draws much resentment and inspires little confidence. He, 
however, remains a permanent and integral part of village 
life in the Indus tasin. 

Since the creation of Pakistan, land revenue 
administration has suffered visible decline in the 
quality cf work it does. This is now acknowledged even ty 
the state functionaries, althouqh it was almost always 
suspected by others. The Committee on Bevitalization of 
Bevenue Administration identified three major problems. 
First, the field staff, especially at the level of 
E~tws~i or i~Esggr and kanu.n.gg or supervisory !a.fillggr, is 
woefully inadequate in number. Second, it lacks adequate 
training and familiarity with methods of accounting and 
administration which are· now available for improved 
performance. Third, the supervisory and administrative 
personnel, such as tehsildars or mukhtiarkars and 
Assistant Commissioners, are not devoting most of their 
time and attention tt the :cevenue problems for which 
their guidance and control are desperately needed. 
Fourth, the Eatwari or ta£edar is poorly paid and housed. 
Finally, revenue courts, from the !eh§il level to 
provincial r.eadguarters, are slow and their procedures 
cumbersome and expensive for expeditious justice in 
disputes over land and its revenue. The committee spoke 
en the problems of revenue courts in these words: 

The Committee considers that one of the most 
baneful features of our rural life is the 
involvement of villaqers !n · prolonged, 
vexatious, costly and harassing litiqation. The 
litiqation extends to all the three main fields 
of civil,. criminal and revenue cases, of which 
the last-mentioned figure the most 
prominently.3' 
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In light of these problems, the committee considered 
separating the revenue from general administration. 
However, apparently the ma;ority of its members reiected 
this idea. The reason given was that the authority needed 
to collect the revenue demand for the state eiists mainly 
because revenue officers also enjoy judicial and 
administrative powers at each level. The committee thus 
J.ecommended that imp·rovement in the revenue 
administration can be brought about by (a) increasing the 
number of field staff, (b) improving facilities and 
training for the field staff, (c) simplif!ying the 
iudiCial process of litigation and appeals, and Jd) 
introducing on at least experimental basis computerized 
technology for the mass of information and accounts which 
are now ~recessed manttally. 

our proposed' chanqes in tne land revenue system can 
be administered effici~ntly and equitably only if at 
least three conditicns are met. First, at the villaqe 
level, or at least for each 12.gtwE! or taped~£ circle, 
the~e shculd be a new revenue accountant. The existing 
12.gtwE!j or !aEedg~ shculd be responsible for maintaining 
iandownetship records, measurement of land, soil and 
irrigation classification, and for crop area sown in· each 
season. The functions of the new revenue accountant 
should be directly related to the assessment and 
collection of land and income taxes. Therefore, be should 
partly use the existing information available with the 
.J2stwari or ta~edar for each income receiver and 
landowner. Partly he should himself determine yield 
levels and verify market prices. The revenue accountant 
should gather and process all information for determining 
the rate of land tax for the five-year period in each 
village and should estimate the presumed inccme of each 
income receiver annually. 

Second, there should tea superviscr for a qroup of 
five new rever.ue acccuntants, who would be equivalent to 
the existing !a~~n_gg or supervisory igpedar. It should be 
the responsibility of these supervisory accountants that 
the methcds and procedures =ollowed by the villaqe 
accountants are proper and accurate. 

Third, in each tehsil headquarters, there should te 
a cell of two to three persons trained in the statistical 
methods fer computing and processing data on crop yields~ 
crop cutting experiments, prices, etc. These statistical 
assistants should be attached to the office of tehsili.9~ 
or mukhtiarkar, so that they can process the data 
collected by revenue accountants and provided by other 
re!ated departments, such as irrigation, agriculture, 
marketing, etc. These statisticians should become the 
de~ository of village and tehsil or taluka level data 
related to land and income taxes. Their function should 
be to control quality, so that processi~g and use of 
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information can be im~rcved. 
Fourth, the revenue courts should be decentralized 

and made preferably itinerant, so that they can deliver 
reasonable judgements with speed. 

Finally, as I suggested in the contex~ of land 
reforms, the administrative and judicial processes should 
be made accountable to the popular representatives cf 
each village. There should be elected village cou~cils, 
whose members should exercise control on revenue 
administration. The most sensibie approacr. to this would 
be to include in the revenue courts lay members from 
amonq the elected villaqe council. Likewise, the villaqe 
council should be involved directly in the assessment and 
collection o~ land and income taxes. The administrators 
of revenue should make use of the intimate and 
representative knowledqe of members of the council about 
tee social and economic conditions of the. villaqe. The 
involvement of villaqe representatives in the 
administrative and judicial processes not only introduces 
the much needed principle of accountability but also 
creates a participatory environment for economic 
development. After all, there is much merit in the 
concept of "learning by doing". ~he cost of this process 
may seem high, but it can never be. higher than the cost 
of an exclusionary model of development. 

\ 
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Conclusion 

Probably the best_ way to. conclude" this st \fdy "is' 'to 
discuss two problems about which sci far we have ·said very 
little. I regard 'both of tHem cruciil in'undetstandi~g 
the nature of changes needed in the ·aqrarian strticture' cf 
Pakistan. Th~ first problem has to do with the pcliti~al 
wpl for ~hange. 1 The second problem, /S abou~ t)i'e 
direction of research on agrarian structure and ~ts 
rela~ionsh~g to agricultural development. ~et me here 
firs+. make some comments on the changes we have proposed. 

We Have suggested that the land tenure anfl tax 
systems in Pakistan .. today do not serve the ends' bf 
eff.i,ciencv atld equity-. At ·the same timta, the unev'en 
development of agriculture hits te·hded to sh~~'l:pen~· tlfe 
contradictions in the countrysid'e. The ' few' change's 
attempted irt the agrarian structure· were piecemeal a~d 
erratic. The rhetoric of rad'ical chang1 in t'be, ea'rly a'nd 
m.id-seventies contril:uted' little-' to 'aiter. 'the··h'{qhl.y 
asymmetrical relations on land. However, it'.introduceff, 
perhaps for the first time, a "revolution 'of the risinq 
expectations" amonq the peasants. I~ also cteate~ a s~frse 
of insecurity among the landlords, 'tho\!gn it· di"d not 
restructure their i;ower or wealth. T'he con+.inuinq 
predicament of the cultivators and' the not-so•guiet 
feeling of frustration amonq the marginal and lapdless 
peasants are now clearly the major b~rriers to sbst~'ined 
development of aqriculture. 

Our analysis of the relationship between aqrarian 
structure and development, and the proposed chaWcre(s in 
the land tenure and tax systems in Pakistan, wi~~ ·provoke 
argument and even serious disaqreement. This"is as obe 
expects. However, one· predictable soutce of disaqpeemelf'!: 
would be the powerful and tenaciou's lobby of the lan'ded 
interests in -1:he .country. Their arqu'ments are predi~table 
as ~ell. They take thre~ major forms, and we ~hould lock 
at each of them here. The· first' a•rgument would be that . . ' the author lacks understandinq of the comp~~x pature. of 
aqrar~an r~lations. This usually implies tha~ tpe 
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lobbyists alor.e are privy to that body of kncwledqe, 
p~esumably hidden from others. We leave this to the 
readers and students of Pakistan's economy to judge. 

The second argument would be that the proposed 
changes to restructure the land system reflect the urban 
bias of armchair economists at home and abroad. The 
lobbyists would use simplistic notions and dubious 
information to demonstrate the so-called urban bias. We 
maintain that this should be based in terms of the 
transfer of resources f=om agriculture, which is largely 
at the expense of the rural population, to other (urban) 
sectors. The changes we have suggested are aimed at 
creating the conditions which should increase the rate cf 
investible surplus in aqriculture and its mobilization 
for increased wel:f'are in 'the countryside. In fact, if 
these changes are adopted there should no longer be the 
need for governments· to rely on what have so far been 
largely regressiye if not perverse public policies. We 
are not presenting a scheme io bse agriculture as the 
milkinq cow for.other sectors. The bias in this study is 
against inefficiency and ineguitv within agriculture. 

T)le thira· argument would ·be' that agr'iculture ,in 
Pakis.tan sho.uld receive a "special treatment". This 
argument is the oldes,t, and- has blj!en used as a smokescreen 
Ior mafr.~aining the staty§ gUo on land. The interests on 
lana arfi not a mosaic:of harmopy, as lobbyists for the 
lan,d'e$1 interests would have us believe. In the highly 
d1ffere~tiated agrarian structure of Pftkistan, we should 
c~early distinguish between various and contending 
group};._, The argument for special treatment of aqriculture 
is in~,fapt a plea.for the continued protection of those 
interests which'hav~:demonstr-ahly been the lea4ing if net 
excl'ust'vre. beneficiari.es of any development of agriculture 
so t~r, although their own contribution tc this process 
has been at· best dubious. 

· Let us turn in co'ncltlsion t9 the, two basic problems 
which I mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. Our 
evidenc~ on the politipal will tolrestructu~e agrarian 
institutio·ns" in Pakistan cannot' 'inspire confidence for 
the fQture, The events so far have demonstrated a cynical 
disr·eqa'rd. of the l::asi~ "issues in agriculture. The 
persis'ten·ce cf political 'power in the- han<;l.s of those who 
own and control land remaini th~ most intractable barrier 
to changes. 'in the agrarian structure. At the same time, 
peasan~s have been subjected ~o new demands and 
tres);ures, which can no longer m"aintain the apparent 
stpbility of the age-old economic'and social relations in 
·ru'ral areas. '!he traditional paternalism has been largely 
replace{ by distrust and fear. The conditions of 
.:i:cd bc,tion and distributlon .haye been dis'inteqrating the 
old arrangements, th'ils creating fu'rther insecurity and 
instability, Without the reform of the agrarian 
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s~ructure, the destabilizing influence of these changes 
will become visible as they are indeed inexorable·. What 
is even more significant is that now time alone' 
diminishes the chances of chanqe without radical and even 
exi:losive readjustment in the con'trol and use of land, If 
the poiitical will rem~ins oblivious or resistank to this 
inevitable process, the result will be radically 
different from what can still be achieved without maier 
disruption or violence i~ the countrisid~. The del~v now 
imposed against change will its~lf be~ome the -sourcet~f 
arr' expensive restructuring'"! of the acfrarian s·truct'ure 
tomorrow. In the meantime, the country :would -continue to 
suffer from inabilit_y to rapidly increas.e and mobilize 
the surplus for further deve£opmentrand welfare. 

The second problem has to do with th'e evident 
scarcity of research Oil' issues rela£ed to the agf'ariifn 
structure. ·rt reflects partly the bias, of' 'an intellectual 
tradition and partli £he power of the landed interests 
and their ·!obbyists in " the country. 'llbe 
disproportionately large output of ·research on> the 
technocratic 'aspects of 'agricultural development has ndt 
been a historical accident. Research in these areas is 
glamorous and rewarding, though some of it has been 
esoteric. However, our understanding of the relations cf 
prcduction and distribution in agriculture, crucial as 
this knowledge is fer change, has not progressed beyond 
scrre g EriQri assumptions or the heroic generalizations 
based on them. The areas of neglect are too numerous to 
discuss here, Let me here nention the areas which new 
need to be researched: 

1. stratification of peasantry and its impact on the 
creation cf agricultural surplus; 

2. creation and 
landlord-tenant regime; 

transfer of surplus in the 

3. transfer of surplus due to market and nonmarket 
forces in the landlord-tenant and owner-operator regimes; 

ij. saving and investment decisions of the i:easants 
and landlords; 

5. distributive and employment effects of cwner and 
tenant farms; 

6. economic profile of the landless and changes in 
their income and employment; 

7. structure of access to the input and output 
markets and its impact on ~he production and distribution 
cf income; 
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8·. efficiency 
aqricultural sur~lus 
distribution; 

of 
and 

markets in 
its impact 

transferrinq 
on income 

9. intersectoral transfer of resources and its 
im;act en the creation and mobilization of aqricultural 
s upl us: 

10. alternative structures of direct taxes in 
aqriculture and their consequences on the reveriue of the 
state and or. the efficiency and egui~y aspects of 
agricultural development. 

The challenge of social research in Pakistan's 
aqri~ulture is to reject the.oft-repeated statements en 
the need to accept the existinq aqrarian structure as a 
parameter in .the argument for aqricult~ral ,development. 
Research should instead be direct'ea.. to disc.over not only 
the natur,e of the barriers to devel~pment but also the 
methods for , their elimination.. 'The aim of knowledqe 
should not be' merely to ~"rug,y t,he h uma.~ ,condition but to 
change, it. 
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